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Goals of the Africanus Journal 

The Africanus Journal is an academic, multilingual journal. Its goals are to promote: 

a. the mission and work of the members and mentors of the Africanus Guild Ph.D. Research Program of Gordon-Conwell 
Theological Seminary, based on the Boston campus (the Center for Urban Ministerial Education [CUME]). 

b. the principles of the Africanus Guild (evangelical orthodox Christian men and women who are multicultural, 
multiracial, urban-oriented, studying a Bible without error in a cooperative way). 


Scholarly papers may be submitted normally by those who are in a Th.M., D.Min., Ph.D. program or have a Th.M., D.Min., 
Ph.D., Ed.D., or equivalent degree. 

Current publications authored by professors and students of Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, Boston Campus 
(Center for Urban Ministerial Education) are featured interspersed throughout the journal. 

http://www.gordonconwell.edu/boston/africanusjournal 
© 2013 by the Africanus Guild 


Life of Julius Africanus 

Julius Africanus was probably born in Jerusalem, many scholars think around a.d. 200. Africanus was considered 
by the ancients as a man of consummate learning and sharpest judgment {Ante-Nicene Fathers 6:128). He was a pupil 
of Heracles, distinguished for philosophy and other Greek learning, in Alexandria, Egypt around a.d. 231-233. In a.d. 
220/226, he performed some duty in behalf of Nicopolis (formerly Emmaus) in Palestine. Later he likely became bishop 
of Emmaus (Eusebius, History, VI.xxxi.2). Origen calls him “a beloved brother in God the Father, through Jesus Christ, 

His holy Child” {Letter from Origen to Africanus 1). Fellow historian Eusebius distinguishes him as “no ordinary historian” 
{History, I. vi.2). Eusebius describes the five books of Chronologies as a “monument of labor and accuracy” and cites 
extensively from his harmony of the evangelists’ genealogies {History, VI. xxxi. 1-3). Africanus was a careful historian who 
sought to defend the truth of the Bible. He is an ancient example of meticulous, detailed scholarship which is historical, 
biblical, truthful, and devout. 

Even though Eusebius describes Africanus as the author of the Kestoi, Jerome makes no mention of this {ANF 6:124). 
The author of Kestoi is surnamed Sextus, probably a Libyan philosopher who arranged a library in the Pantheon at Rome 
for the Emperor. The Kestoi was probably written toward the end of the 200s. It was not written by a Christian since it 
contains magical incantations {Oxyrhynchus Papyri III.412). 

The Greek text of Africanus’ writings may be found in Martinus Josephus Routh, Reliquiae sacrae II (New York: Georg 
Olms Verlag, 1974 [1846]), 225-309, and Martin Wallraff, Umberto Roberto, Karl Pinggera, eds., William Adler, trans., 
lulius Africanus Chronographiae: The Extant Fragments, Die Griechischen Christlichen Schrifsteller 15 (New York: Walter de 
Gruyter, 2007). 

The extant writings of Julius Africanus may be found in vol. 1, no 1, April 2009 edition of the Africanus Journal. 
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Resources 

Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary faculty publications only and hard copies of this journal may be ordered by 
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Please note that each author is solely legally responsible for the content and the accuracy of facts, citations, references, 
and quotations rendered and properly attributed in the article appearing under his or her name. Neither Gordon- 
Conwell Theological Seminary, the Africanus Guild, nor the editorial team is responsible or legally liable for any content 
or any statements made by any author, but the legal responsibility is solely that author’s once an article appears in print 
in the Africanus Journal. 


Summary of Content 

From Unification to today’s Shinchonji, divergent Korean sects have gained global attention. In this issue, three able 
critics outline Korean Christian concerns about these movements. Then long-time contributor Mark Chuanghan Shan 
traces the final destination of the Scythians of Col. 3:11 to a province in China, while another familiar writer. Chip 
Anderson, sheds light on evangelistic social action from an unexpected episode in Mark 3. An interesting set of reviews 
by an equally interesting variety of authors completes the issue. 
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The Unification Church: Correction of an Erroneous View of the Person 

and Work of Christ^ 


Hyun Joon Elisha Cho 

Whether in Washington D.C. or in Tripoli, I have been privileged to be a part of a delegation 
representing the Republic of Korea in diplomatic situations. When Korea ranked fifth place in 
the 2012 London Olympics, people have asked me how on earth such a small country that is 
divided in two can generate such excellence against so many larger and richer countries of the 
world. It is truly a testimony of God’s goodness and faithfulness to a hopeless war-torn country 
of sixty some years ago. However, despite the accomplishments and development of our nation, 
underlies a hidden problem, that is the cult that derived from a fellow Korean, Sun Myung Moon. 
The Unification Church has an official title of “The Holy Spirit Association for the Unification of 
World Christianity.” This organization was founded in 1954 by Sun Myung Moon (accordingly 
his followers have been called the “Moonies”) and established its international headquarters in 
American soil in 1959. Under the umbrella of “peace” and “unification,” the cult has been very 
successful in its propaganda while perverting the Gospel of Jesus Christ. This article attempts to 
bring clarity on how the Unification Church beliefs are unorthodox through a biblical based study 
of the Triune God, especially focusing on the work of Christ. At the end, I will attempt to suggest 
practical steps to lead a person who is lost in the unification doctrine to Jesus Christ, the true 
Messiah and friend. 

First of all, what does the Bible say concerning the Triune God? Matthew 3:16-17 notes, “As 
soon as Jesus was baptized, he went up out of the water. At that moment heaven was opened, and 
he saw the Spirit of God descending like a dove and lighting on him. And a voice from heaven said, 
‘This is my Son, whom I love; with him I am well pleased,’ ” and Matthew 28:19 conveys Jesus’ 
words, “Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”^ Millard Erikson states, “The doctrine of the Trinity is 
crucial for Christianity. It is concerned with who God is, what he is like, how he works, and how he 
is to be approached. Moreover, the question of deity of Jesus Christ, which has historically been a 
point of tension, is very much wrapped up with our understanding of the Trinity.”^ 

The denial of Jesus Christ as God is a key heresy according to sound orthodox theology. The 
Bible, the most definitive authority for Christ’s followers, the Nicaean Creed, and the Chalcedonian 
Definition of the Faith have all stated Jesus is divine. Jesus answered, “Before Abraham was born 
I am!” (John 8:58) Also Matthew 16: 20 records, “Then he warned his disciples not to tell anyone 
that he was the Christ,” which points to Jesus as the Messiah and God. For the Unification Church 
to disregard Jesus Christ as a son without human father shows how deviant they are from the truth 
of the Gospel. Only God’s only begotten Son is the way, the truth, and the life, and by substituting a 
mere, finite man in the place of a Savior, who, by the way, is now dead is absolutely ludicrous. 

Sun Myung Moon claims that, at the age of 16, on Easter morning, Jesus Christ appeared to 
him and told him that God had chosen him for the mission of establishing the Kingdom of Heaven 
on earth. It was a mission Christ had begun but had failed because he was nailed to a tree, but that 
Moon would be “the completer of man’s salvation by being the Second Coming of Christ.”'* Moon’s 

1 This paper was presented to Dr. William David Spencer for Systematic Theology 2 in the fall of 2012. 

2 Quotations from the Bible are taken from the New International Version. 

3 Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1998), 347. 

4 James Bjornstad, The Moon Is Not the Son: A Close Look at the Teachings of Rev. Sun Myung Moon and the 
Unification Church (Minneapolis: Dimension, 1976), 9. 
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endeavor began in Pyongyang when he founded his church in 1945. The ritual that caught attention 
was known as the “blood separation,” where the female members of the church were coerced to 
have sex with Moon to cleanse themselves of Satan’s influence. The ritual made the participants 
of the ritual cleansed and free to have a good marriage with children that did not contain original 
sin. Moon also developed the movement’s scriptural text, “The Divine Principle.”^ The Unification 
Movement’s followers adhere to this book like the Christians would consider the Holy Scriptures. 
Therefore, their source of authority comes from this spiritual manifesto. The Divine Principle 
teaches the Moonies to educate their followers that the Bible is, “not the truth itself, but a textbook 
teaching the truth.” However, even the Divine Principle is not complete truth. “The Divine Principle 
revealed in this book is only part of the new truth...as time goes on, deeper parts of the truth 
will be continually revealed.”*’ For a heavenly inspired document, the Divine Principle is awfully 
derivative. The 556-paged sacred text of the Unification Church is a synthesis of Shamanism, 
Buddhism, neo-Confucianism, and Christianity. It borrows from the Bible, from Eastern philosophy, 
from Korean legend, and from popular religious movements of the Reverend Moon’s youth to 
stitch together a patchwork theology, with the Reverend Moon at its center.^ 

The Moonies deny the deity of Jesus Christ; instead they claim His human side only: “God is 
just like you and me. All human traits originate in God.”* Of Jesus, Moon claims: “He can by no 
means be God Himself.”^ Also the virgin birth of Jesus Christ is denied and they teach that Jesus 
was a bastard son from Zechariah and Mary.^“ Above all else, the failure of Jesus’ earthly mission 
is stressed. His mission was to have a perfect family with perfect children, however, he was killed 
before his mission could be accomplished. Their belief is that only Sun Myung Moon, the self¬ 
proclaiming Messiah, must continue the unfinished mission of Jesus Christ. The Reverend Moon’s 
task was to fulfill the mission of Jesus. He would marry a perfect woman and restore mankind to 
the state of perfection that existed in the Garden of Eden. He and his wife would be the world’s 
True Parents. They would be sinless, as would their children. Couples blessed by the Reverend 
Moon would become part of his pure-blood lineage and be assured a place in Heaven. 

The heresy of the Unification Church is a total deviation from orthodox Christian beliefs 
according to the Holy Scriptures. For instance the “blood separation” ritual is a totally pagan way 
of perverting a holy and righteous marriage. No act of a human being can cleanse one’s sins but 
the blood of Jesus Christ our Lord. It is a blasphemy even to replace that pure and holy act of love 
that was shown on the cross. The only valid explanation for the “blood separation” ritual is the 
perverted sexual immorality of Moon coercing his followers to fulfill his fleshly desires. When Paul 
writes to the Galatians, he says in 5:16-19, “So I say, live by the Spirit, and you will not gratify the 
desires of sinful nature. For the sinful nature desires what is contrary to the Spirit, and the Spirit 
what is contrary to sinful nature. They are in conflict with each other, so that you do not do what 
you want. But if you are led by the Spirit, you are not under law. The acts of sinful nature are 
obvious: sexual immorality, impurity and debauchery. The sinful nature has clearly overcome the 
leading of the Holy Spirit.” Furthermore, in Luke 6:44, we read, “Each tree is recognized by its own 
fruit.” The fruit of Moon’s sinless family is clearly proven wrong by some accounts from his own 
family members. The evil at the heart of the Unification Church is the hypocrisy and deceit of the 
Moons, a family that is all too human in its incredible level of dysfunction. To continue to promote 
the myth that the Moons are spiritually superior to the idealistic young people who are drawn 

5 David G. Bromley and Anson D. Shupe, “Moonies” in America: Cult, Church, and Crusade {Beverly Hills: Sage, 
1979), 36. 

6 Unification Theology, n.d., 16. 

7 Nansook Hong, In the Shadow of the Moons: My Life in the Reverend Sun Myung Moon’s Family, 1st ed. (Boston, 
MA: Little, Brown, 1998), 19-20. 

8 Sun Myung Moon, Christianity in Crisis: New Hope (Washington D.C.: Vertizon, 1986), 4. 

9 Sun Myung Moon, Divine Principle (Washington D.C.: Hsa-Uwc, 1977), 210-211. 

10 Ibid., 143. 

11 Hong, In the Shadow of the Moons, 22. 
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to the church is a shameful deceit. Hyo Jin’s failings may be more conspicuous, but there is not a 
member of the second generation of Moons to whom the word pious could be fairly applied.*^ Only 
those who remain in God will bear good fruit, apart from God we can do nothing (John 15:5). 

Some practical steps to bring a follower of the Unification Church back to Jesus is to begin by 
praying for the person so that the scales from their eyes may be torn away by the power of the Holy 
Spirit. Alongside this approach the adherent must be pointed to sound doctrine that allows him or 
her to realize the heresy of the Unification Church. This can be very difficult because some sources 
and witnesses who have come out from this cult have testified that the amount of brainwashing is 
immense and physical threats are tremendous if they want “out.” The wife of the former first son of 
Sun Myung Moon, Nansook Hong, in her book. In the Shadow of the Moons, writes: “Accepting 
the Reverend Moon for the fraud I now know him to be was a slow and painful process. It was 
only possible because that realization, in the end, did not shake my faith in God. Moon had failed 
God...But God had not failed me.”*^ It will take patience to evangelize any person who does not 
believe in Jesus Christ as their Lord and Savior, maybe more so because the Unification Church 
is a composite of so many distorted views of God, Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit. The eventual 
turnaround of the misled followers of Moon to true repentance will only be carried out by the Holy 
Spirit drawing them back to Jesus Christ, but our responsibility is to love them with an atomic, 
dynamic, and agape love. Every person has a desire to find truth and to be loved unconditionally; 
this has been given to us already by grace. Therefore that love must be the first and last practice of 
sharing the Gospel of Jesus Christ our Lord and Savior. 

As I mentioned above. Sun Myung Moon is no longer with us. 3 September 2012 was his 
date of death in South Korea. The tabloids were eager to share about Moon’s accomplishments 
in different perspectives according to their affiliations with the Unification Church. However, the 
deep sadness that overcame my heart was that this particular man had so many days to come to 
repentance before our gracious Father God, but at least, to my knowledge, he was rebellious to 
the end. One soul is so precious in God’s eyes (Matt 16:26) and I could not bear to think of the 
consequences of a person leading so many others into sin. Teachers will be judged more strictly 
(James 3:1). 

The weight of my calling to evangelize all nations was again put before me as I researched this 
article. The Unification Church is a “con-man” led organization that distorts sound doctrine of God 
and the person and work of Jesus Christ. Not only this particular one but so many cults around 
the world are leading people into heresies which will in the end lead them to hell. I truly believe 
that Jesus is the way and the truth and the life. No one can come to the Father except through 
Jesus Christ (John 14:6). The Gospel that saved me must be shared and preached to the ends of the 
earth. Despite the disheartening work of the devil in scheming to defeat the saints and those who 
are seeking, my firm belief is that the victory has already been given to us through Christ Jesus. 

As I conclude this essay, my prayer is for the lost souls: May my God who is loving and just grant 
those who are lost an opportunity to hear the Gospel of Jesus Christ through the power of the Holy 
Spirit. If it is Thy will. Lord, send me to share your love, grace, mercy, and comfort. May I proclaim 
the crucified Savior until Thee call me home, with Thee forever and ever. I pray this to God the 
Father in the name of Jesus Christ through the power of the Holy Spirit. Amen. 

A native of South Korea, Elisha was raised in the United Kingdom during his formative years. Having spent his 
military career as an interpreting officer in the Republic of Korea Air Force, God has led him to experience the international 
diplomatic field serving as a mouth piece for his country. Now God is in the making of using Elisha and his wife Sarah to 
proclaim the Gospel in nations like the Philippines, Malaysia, and Burkina Faso. As an evangelist, his passion is for lost souls 
to encounter and be transformed by the Gospel of Jesus. He holds a B.A. from Korea University and is currently an M. Div. 
candidate at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary in South Hamilton, MA. 


12 Ibid., 225. 

13 Ibid., 6. 


7 



Preparing Urban 
Scholar Practitioners 


THEO WILLIAMS 


Theo Williams grew up playing basketball, 
dreaming he'd play professionally someday. But as 
Theo entered college, God used a series of injuries 
to change his priorities. He began to coach, using 
basketball to reach inner city youth for Jesus Christ. 

Theo enrolled in the Center for Urban Ministerial 
Education (CUME), the Boston campus of Gordon- 
Conwell. While at CUME, Theo co-founded and 
served as president of Antioch, Inc., a nonprofit 
committed to reconciliation, assisted in the 
planting of a church and honed his poetry skills. 
Upon graduating in 2004 with a Master of Arts in 
Urban Ministry,Theo and his wife Nicole spent 
a year in Jamaica mentoring youth through sports 

and music. 

Theo currently works at Bethel College in 
Mishawaka, Indiana, as Associate Professor of 
Communication, as well as the Faculty Coordinator 
for the Center for Intercultural Development. 

Whether teaching speech, conducting 
multicultural youth ministry, recording a spoken- 
word album, or starting a new church,Theo is 
integrating what he learned in the classroom and 
through his experiences at CUME. 



Master of Arts in Urban Ministry • Master of Arts in Youth 
Ministry • Master of Arts in Educational Ministry • Master of Arts 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


in Counseling • Master of Divinity • Master of Theology (Th.M.) 


CENTER FOR URBAN 
MINISTERIAL EDUCATION 

The Boston Campus of 
Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary 
90 Warren Street, Boston, MA 02119 

www.gordonconwell.edu/boston 
phone: 617-427-7293 


Gordon-Conwell 
Theological Seminary 

SOUTH HAMILTON I CHARLOTTE I BOSTON I JACKSONVILLE 


THINK Theologically I ENGAGE Globally I LIVE Biblically 




The Heterodox Teachings of Shinchonji about the 
Person and Work of Christ^ 


Chan Kyu Kim 

According to The Korea Times, on September 16, 2012, there was a big assembly named 
“world peace festival” in the Olympic Stadium in Seoul, South Korea.^ The writer of this article 
says that he saw about 100,000 people in the stadium, plus thousands more on the playing ground, 
marching in elaborate formations, dancing, enacting biblical scenes. This event is performed by 
an organization called “Shinchonji” which is known as an emerging heretical Christian group in 
South Korea. Personally, when I was in South Korea, I ran into a couple of followers of this sect at 
the subway station near my home from time to time. Whenever I encountered them, they tried to 
hook my attention by asking some questions such as “do you know about the truth?” or “do you 
know that Jesus didn’t mention that he is God?” At that time, I was only eager to avoid them since 
I didn’t know how to react to them. 

Now, however, I believe this is a good time to think about how to respond to them by studying 
the orthodox position concerning the person and work of Christ. This essay will research the 
heretical teachings of Shinchonji about the person and work of Christ, by reviewing the orthodox 
position concerning the person and work of Christ, by analyzing the teachings of Shinchonji in light 
of the orthodox position. After this, we will find out how to respond to the followers of Shinchonji 
in a right manner. 

First of all, it is essential to review the orthodox concepts and beliefs on the person and work 
of Jesus Christ before studying Shinchonji. Concerning the person of Christ, we believe that Jesus is 
fully God and fully human. Jesus himself equates himself with the Father God. Jesus declares “I and 
the Father are one” (John 10:30).^ Also, he claims, “truly, truly, I say to you, before Abraham was, I 
am” (John 8:58), where he uses “I am” instead of “I was” because he is identifying himself as God 
at Sinai (“I AM WFIO I AM” [Ex 3:14]).'* Furthermore, the writers of the New Testament are also 
very clear that Jesus is fully God. We can read “in the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God” (John 1:1), where the “Word” means Jesus (John 1:14-17). The 
Bible announces Jesus has the very nature of God: pre-existence (John 1:1; Col 1:17), Creator (John 
1:3; Col 1:16), and Sustainer of the universe (Col 1:17). His followers identify Jesus as God (John 
20:28; Titus 2:13; Rom 9:5; 2 Pet 1:1; Heb 1:8). 

On the other hand, Jesus is also fully human. Jesus is God who incarnated as a human being 
(John 1:14; Col 2:9; 1 Tim 3:16). Also, we can find that Jesus usually calls himself “the Son of 
Man” (Matt 12:8; Mark 2:10; 9:9; 10:33; Luke 18:31; 19:10). Physically, he was born as a human 
(Matt 1:16; Luke 2:5-6). We have two detailed accounts of the genealogy of Jesus (Matt 1:1-17; 
Luke 3:23-38). According to B. B. Warfield, it is regarded as a historical fact that Jesus was born in 
the fifth or sixth year B.C. (the year of Rome 748 or 749).^ Moreover, we can see that Jesus had all 
kinds of physical needs: he was hungry (Matt 4:2; 26:26-30; Mark 14:22-26; Luke 4:2; 22:15-20), 
thirsty (Luke 19:28), sleepy (Mark 4:38). He could weep with grief (Luke 19:41; John 11:35). 
Finally, like a normal human being, Jesus died on the cross (Matt 27:50; Mark 15:37; Luke 23:46; 

1 This paper was originally presented for Dr. William David Spencer for Systematic Theology 2 (Oct. 16, 2012). 

2 Donald Kirk, “Religious Fervor on Display,” September 20, 2012, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/ 
opinon/2012/09/137_120457.html. 

3 All biblical quotations are taken from the English Standard Version unless otherwise noted. 

4 Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 702. 

5 Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield, The Person and Work of Christ (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 
1989), 27. 
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John 19:30). Therefore, Jesus is fully human and fully God. This is also stated in the Definition of 
Chalcedon “ ... our Lord Jesus Christ, at once complete in Godhead and complete in manhood, 
truly God and truly man,...”. The most important and amazing thing is that Jesus died on the 
cross as a normal human being (Matt 27:50; Mark 15:37; Luke 23:46; John 19:30), but he could 
overcome death and resurrect in three days (Matt 28:6-7; Mark 16:6; Luke 24:6; John 20:11-18) 
because he is the one who has authority over life and death (John 11:25). 

This divine and human Jesus came to the world because God wants to save the world through 
Jesus (John 3:16). The Father desires to give eternal life to anyone who believes in Jesus Christ 
(John 6:40). Also, Jesus himself declares “for the Son of Man came to seek and save the lost” (Luke 
19:10). However, there is no hope for humanity because we are unable to save ourselves through 
our own righteousness “for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” (Rom 3:23). Because 
of this, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, came to the world to take our iniquity on his shoulders (Isa 
53:6; John 1:29; 1 Pet 2:24) and to die on the cross on behalf of us (Isa 53:10; Matt 20:28; John 
10:11). Jesus’ role in human redemption is to become the one and only way to lead to the Heavenly 
Father (John 14:6) through reconciling us to God by his sacrifice on the cross once and for all (Rom 
5:10; Heb 9:26). Jesus is the Messiah and the Son of God who had been prophesied throughout 
the history of humanity to redeem the whole world (Matt 16:16; Mark 8:29; Luke 9:20). This was 
summarized in the Creed of Nicaea “ ... one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God ... who for us men 
and for our salvation came down and was made flesh, and became man, suffered, and rose on the 
third day, ascended into the heavens, is coming to judge the living and dead.” 

Now, before turning to the teachings and concepts of Shinchonji, let us find out the general 
information of this group. According to its official English website, the full name of this group is 
“Shinchonji Church of Jesus, Temple of the Tabernacle of the Testimony.”*’ This Korean name Shin- 
chon-ji literally means “New Heaven Earth” in English, which is borrowed from the Bible (2 Pet 
3:13).^ Also, this sect seems to try to appeal to its affiliation to Christianity by putting “Jesus” in 
its full name. By using “Temple of the Tabernacle of the Testimony,” this group claims that their 
church is “the temple of those have seen, heard, and testify about Revelation.” * 

The leader of this group is Man Hee Lee. He was born in 1931 and established this sect in 
1984.’ The official website affirms that this church is built on his personal experience by saying 
“the creation of Shinchonji here on earth today is also based on what the promised pastor had seen 
in the spiritual realm.”One of this group’s websites claims that he personally met the Lord from 
the heavens and received a special revelation to interpret the book of Revelation. It also tells that 
he became the spiritual leader through the power of the Holy Spirit although he had no education 
from a church or a seminary.^' 

According to some news articles about Lee, this group has about 14,000 registered members 
worldwide.*^ The official website claims that this sect has produced 85,000 graduates through its 
Bible school, Zion Christian Mission Center. It also tells that this group has about 300 centers in 
fifteen countries including the U.S.A., China, Japan, Canada, Germany, Netherlands, France, Spain, 


6 “Promised Temple I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations,” May 11, 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/wp/?cat=43. 

7 Ibid. 

8 Ibid. 

9 “Press I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations,” May 21, 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/wp/?cat=30.. 

10 “Promised Temple I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations.” 

11 “Open Bible Seminar,” accessed October 8, 2012, http://www.worldopenseminar.com/html/about.html. 

12 Clark Eberly, “Pastor Man Hee Lee: Is the Book of Revelation Being Fulfilled? I Washington Times Communities,” 
July 31, 2012, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/stories-faith/2012/jul/31/Lee/; “Controversial 
Religious Leader Comes to Bakersfield I KGET TV 17,” July 23, 2012, http://www.kget.com/news/local/story/Controversial- 
religious-leader-comes-to/VfYOY8vwAEuMpwgPOP2iLw.cspx; Olu Alemoru, “Protester Ejected as South Korean Religious 
Leader Delivers Sermon,” July 23, 2012, http://wavenewspapers.eom/artide_209a618a-d52d-llel-bc37-0019bb30f31a. 
html. 
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Austria, Italy, Australia, South Africa, India, the Philippines, and South Koread^ 

Shinchonji’s concepts and beliefs can be summarized into three categories: “The Promised 
Pastor” as its Christology, “Promised Temple” as its Ecclesiology, and “Promised Theology” as its 
Soteriology. 

First, in their proclamation of “The Promised Pastor,” they claim that Man Hee Lee is the 
promised pastor who is prophesied as “the one who overcomes” in the book of Revelation. The 
official website says, “Jesus, whom the holy spirit of God was with, was referred to as the one 
who speaks on behalf of God, the Counselor. Similarly, the person whom the Counselor, the holy 
spirit Jesus sent is with (,) is the pastor promised in the New Testament, that is, the one who 
overcomes.”^"* 

Secondly, in their teaching of the “Promised Temple,” they argue that Shinchonji is the new 
kingdom of God, which is created through the new spiritual Israel who is Man Hee Lee. According 
to the official website “Just as Jacob physically gave birth to twelve sons in the past and created the 
twelve tribes of Israel, he (Lee) became the New Spiritual Israel Also, it announces, “God’s 
new kingdom, Shinchonji, is created through this group of twelve tribes (which are established by 
Lee). The twelve tribes of New Spiritual Israel created by God did not exist prior to today.” 

Thirdly, in their explanation of the “Promised Theology,” they teach that the promised pastor 
is the only one who leads to eternal life and Shinchonji is the only place to become the people 
of heaven. In its website, this group announces “only the promised pastor, who is the one who 
overcomes, has the food that leads to eternal life, authority to judge, authority to rule... This is 
what Jesus promised... Furthermore, only the saints who belong to the twelve tribes of the new, 
promised kingdom and are sealed become the people of heaven.” 

Now, let us analyze the heretical teachings of Shinchonji in light of the orthodox positions on 
the person and work of Jesus. Concerning the person of Christ, we can say that this sect ignores the 
full divinity of Jesus. The following is its understanding of God, Jesus, the Holy Spirit, and the one 
who overcomes: 

1. Two thousand years ago, at the time of the First Coming, God dwelt within Jesus, 
who came in the name of God. The Bible says seeing Jesus was seeing God (John 
5:43; 12:44-45; 14:9). 

2. It is written the Counselor, who comes in the name of Jesus, is the Spirit of 
Truth (word) and will teach what Jesus said (John 14:26; 16:14-15). Hence, this 
counselor is a teacher who will protect and teach with grace. 

3. Jesus, whom the holy spirit of God was with, was referred to as the one who 
speaks on behalf of God, the Counselor. Similarly, the person whom the 
Counselor, the holy spirit Jesus sent is with(,) is the pastor promised in the New 
Testament, that is, the one who overcomes (Rev 2-3,10).^* 

First of all, this group mentions only “God dwelt within Jesus” without pointing out the 
fullness of deity in Jesus. The Bible definitely declares the fullness of deity of Jesus (John 1:1; Col 
1:19). Particularly, we can read for in Jesus “the whole fullness of deity dwells bodily” (Col 2:9). 

13 “Promised Temple I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations.” 

14 I added (,) in the quotation because it seems that there is some ambiguity in their expression, especially the 
person whom the Counselor, the holy spirit Jesus sent is with (,) is the pastor...” It is probably because they tried to equate 
“the person” with Jesus who is described as “Jesus, whom the holy spirit of God was with, was ...” “The Promised Pastor I 
Shinchonji - Healing All Nations,” May 11, 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/wp/?cat=42. 

15 Ibid. 

16 “Promised Temple I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations.” 

17 “Promised Theology I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations,” May 11, 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/wp/?cat=44. 

18 “The Promised Pastor I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations.” 



Also, in the Definition of Chalcedon, we can see our Lord Jesus Christ, at once complete in 
Godhead and complete in manhood, truly God and truly Man ...” Again, the biblical and orthodox 
position confirms that Jesus is fully God and fully Human. 

Also, they see Jesus as just a man who was filled with the Spirit of God by saying “Jesus, 
whom the holy spirit of God was with, was referred to as the one who speaks on behalf of God, 
the Counselor.” However, the Bible is very clear that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of Jesus (Rom 8:9; 

1 Pet 1:11; Gal 4:6; Phil 1:19). Jesus is not just a man with the Spirit of God. He is fully God and 
fully human. He is one of the persons of the Triune God; the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 

This failure in understanding the divinity of Jesus makes room for any human to be in the same 
status of Jesus Christ. Probably, due to this misunderstanding, this sect found that “the one who 
overcomes” would fit into that room and created a new title, “the promised pastor,” for that entity. 
Also, they reveal some heterodox understandings about “the one who overcomes.” In the context 
of Revelation 2-3, “the one who overcomes” does not mean just one person, but every person who 
overcomes the sufferings in each of the seven churches. Moreover, this victory means a participation 
in Jesus Christ’s victory over the world.*® Jesus said “I have conquered (vevlxvjxa) the world” (John 
16:33). We may note that the Greek verb “have conquered” (vevlxvjxa) is also used for “the one who 
overcomes” (vixwvri) in Revelation 2-3.^“ The people in Jesus Christ no longer need another “one 
who overcomes.” Only what they need is to take part in Jesus’ victory. 

On the other hand, concerning the work of Christ, this sect shows a significant failure in 
understanding about the completeness of the atonement of Jesus Christ on the cross. According to 
its official website, “Jesus’ blood of atonement was commemorated until the Second Coming with 
the bread and the wine (Matt 26), and it is effective at the Second Coming.”^* They regard that 
Jesus’s sacrifice on the cross for our sin is not effective until the Second Coming. 

However, the Bible clearly points out the completeness and effectiveness of the sacrifice of Jesus 
on the cross. We can read in Hebrew 9:26, “But as it is, he has appeared once for all at the end of 
the ages to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.” Also, we can read in Hebrews 9:28, “so Christ, 
having been offered once to bear the sins of many, will appear a second time, not to deal with sin 
but to save those who are eagerly waiting for him.” Furthermore, Jesus’ last word on the cross, “it is 
finished” (John 19:30), means that he paid the penalty for our sins completely. Ever since he died on 
the cross, Jesus’ atonement for us has been complete and effective. 

Because of this failure of understanding of the work of the Christ, they have brought up some 
heretical ideas for salvation. They declare that their leader, Man Hee Lee, is in the same position as 
Jesus Christ by saying “only the promised pastor, who is the one who overcomes, has the food that 
leads to eternal life, authority to judge, authority to rule However, the Bible clearly says that 
Jesus is the resurrection and the life (John 11:25), the one who has authority to forgive sin (Matt 
9:6), and the only way and the truth to the Father (John 14:6). They even show their erroneous 
understanding of salvation by declaring that “only the saints who belong to the twelve tribes of 
the new, promised kingdom and are sealed become the people of heaven.”^^ However, according 
to Scripture, it is clear that the way to have eternal life is not to join a certain group of people, but 
only to receive Jesus Christ as the Lord and Savior (Rom 6:23; John 17:3). This is the biblical and 
orthodox doctrine which has illuminated the world consistently. 


19 Grant R. Osborne, Revelation (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002), 122. 

20 John R. Kohlenberger III, Edward W. Goodrich, and James A. Swanson, The Greek-English Concordance to the 
New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997), 521. 

21 “24 Q6cA I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations I Page 8,” accessed October 2, 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/ 
wp/?cat=28&:paged=8. 

22 “Promised Theology I Shinchonji - Healing All Nations.” 

23 Ibid. 
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My step-by-step recommendations for correcting the errors of Shinchonji are below. The 
first thing we need to do is to pray to ask God’s wisdom for how to talk and listen to followers 
of Shinchonji. We should know that this conversation would be an invisible spiritual warfare. 
However, we also need to recognize that the victory is always ours because our God is the host 
of the hosts, and the king of the kings, and our Lord Jesus already conquered the world. Also, we 
should ask God for Jesus’ heart for the lost. We need to understand that God loves those people 
as much as He loves us. With these basic minds and thoughts, I would like to recommend the 
following steps. 

Step 1: Pray to God while listening to them. 

Step 2: Ask them a question about why Jesus is not God. 

Step 3: Explain to them the reasons that I believe Jesus is God. 

Step 4: Ask them a question about why Jesus died on the cross. 

Step 5: Explain to them the reasons that I believe Jesus died on the cross for our sins. 

Step 6: Pray to God that the Holy Spirit would open their eyes and hearts. 

Conclusively, in Christian life, I believe the most important understanding concerning Jesus is 
that Jesus is fully God and fully human. If Jesus is not completely God, he cannot save us. If Jesus is 
not completely human, he is not able to pay the penalty for our sins. Our redemption story through 
Jesus Christ can make sense only when we accept Jesus as infinite God-Human. Through this 
correct understanding, we can discern the heretical teachings among us. Also, through this, we can 
guide those who are gone astray like Shinchonji to the light of the Truth, Jesus Christ our Lord. 

Chan Kyu Kim is a M.Div. student at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary in South Hamilton, MA. His aspiration 
is to be a pastor who walks with people and helps them to change their lives in accordance with God’s plan through faith in 
Jesus Christ and the power of the Holy Spirit. He and his wife, Gonnie, are originally from South Korea, and currently live 
in South Hamilton, MA. 
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The Erroneous Views of Shinchonji (SCJ) on the 
Person and the Work of Christ^ 

Jae Kon Moon 

This article will focus on the Christian belief as the only true belief based on Jesus’ divinity 
and Jesus’ humanity. First, I will focus on the person and the work of Jesus Christ and summarize 
who Jesus is and what Jesus did as fully God and fully human. Second, I will explore any erroneous 
views on Jesus of “Shinchonji,” which is one of the growing heretical beliefs in Korea. I will then 
define the basic beliefs of Shinchonji, identify and analyze its erroneous views of Christology and 
Soteriology and compare them with the true concepts of Christian theology. Finally, I will not just 
analyze the heretical teachings in “Shinchonji,” but also suggest practical steps to adherents to 
correct false teachings. 


Person and Work of Jesus 

Jesus is perfect God and perfect human. It is heresy if only the divinity or the humanity of Jesus 
is emphasized singlehandedly. Above all, the Bible clearly acknowledges and emphasizes the divinity 
and humanity of Jesus. Further, orthodox theologians throughout the history of the Christian faith 
agree with such a basic truth of Christianity. 

Jesus is God. Jesus himself knew he was and is God as he publicly announced that he is one 
with God (John 10:30). Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ, explains that Jesus was “in the form of 
God” (Phil 2:6, ESV) and in this phrase, the word “form” is “the whole set of characteristics which 
makes something what it is.”^ In addition, the Creed of Nicaea says that “Jesus Christ is true God 
of true God, begotten not made, of one substance with the Father,” emphasizing that God and Jesus 
are one from the beginning. Also, the Definition of Chalcedon explains the same concept of the 
divinity of Jesus as “once complete in Godhead ... truly God ... of one substance with the Father,” 
using the same phrase “one substance.” 

Jesus is fully human. The Gospel of Matthew begins with the genealogy of Jesus Christ, 
showing that Jesus comes from a human genealogy, to establish the humanity of Jesus before 
going into testifying about the divinity of Jesus (Matt 1:1). The Gospels go further in recording 
the emotions and the natural physical responses Jesus felt, as evident in Mark 11:12, which states, 
“The next day as they were leaving Bethany, Jesus was hungry.” Jesus also felt thirsty, as recorded 
in John 4:6, which states, “Jacob’s well was there, and Jesus, tired as he was from the journey, sat 
down by the well.” Further, in the last moments on the cross, Jesus said, “I am thirsty” (John 19:28). 

Despite all of the emotions and natural physical responses Jesus felt and endured, what was 
most evident is the fact that Jesus as a human was a dependent being. Jesus totally depended on 
God through worshiping and praying.^ Furthermore, the Creed of Nicaea confirms with a simple 
testimony that Jesus “for our salvation came down and was made flesh, and became man.” Also, 
the Definition of Chalcedon goes further, emphasizing Jesus’ humanity as “complete in manhood 
. .. truly man ... consisting also of a reasonable soul and body.” The orthodox creeds from early 
Christianity did not only emphasize the deity of Jesus, they also emphasized the humanity of Jesus. 


1 This article was originally written for TH605 Systematic Theology 2, Rev. Dr. William David Spencer, Gordon- 
Conwell Theological Seminary, Boston Campus, Fall, 2012. 

2 Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 706. 

3 Ibid., 727. 
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Because Jesus was perfectly human, and at the same time perfectly God, the humanity and 
divinity of Jesus influenced each other. Jesus’ divinity is evident in influencing and empowering 
Jesus as a human being, and this is most seen in the many miracles Jesus performed. Through such 
miraculous works of Jesus, many people saw and testified that Jesus is God. For example, we see 
Jesus healing the sick throughout the Gospels (Matt 8:2-3; Mark 8:22-26; Luke 7:1-10; John 5:1- 
9). Further, Jesus showed miracles through natural events, such as walking on water (Matt 14:25) 
and calming the storm (Mark 4:37-41). Finally, he raises the dead, showing that he has the ultimate 
authority over life (Matt 9:18-25; Luke 7:11-15; John 11:1-4). All these listed miracles cannot be 
performed with human efforts and show Jesus revealing his power as God. 

On the other hand, Jesus’ divinity was limited by God taking on the form of flesh. Jesus being 
perfectly human was tempted by Satan. Satan tempted Jesus, who did not eat for forty days, with 
bread and He was also tested in the wilderness (Matt 4:1-11). If Jesus was only God and did 
not take on the form of flesh, Satan could not test Jesus. Despite such limitations as being human 
imposed, Jesus overcame such temptations. 

As a result of Jesus being perfectly divine and perfectly human, he was able to redeem his 
people. As the author of Hebrews exclaims, Jesus is able to emphasize with human weaknesses 
because he knows human limitations, but he was with no sin because he is wholly God (Heb 4:15). 
Jesus becomes ultimately the unique figure that carries the sins of all humankind by being perfectly 
divine and perfectly human. Jesus himself is the ultimate “high priest” and the “atonement for the 
sins of the people” (Heb 2:17). Jesus voluntarily became the sacrificial atonement as the one and 
only redemption of the sins of all humankind and reconciled the relationship between God and 
humans. This is the work of Jesus; the ultimate salvation plan of God becoming flesh (Phil 2:6-8). 

Introduction to Shinchonji (SCJ) 

Shinchonji (SCJ) is one of the most controversial heretically cubic sects in Korea. The formal 
name of SCJ is “Shinchonji Church of Jesus, Temple of the Tabernacle of the Testimony” and SCJ 
means “The New Heaven and The New Earth.”"* Although many Christian denominations and 
theologians concluded that SCJ is a cubic sect, through SCJ’s persistent evangelism, the SCJ has 
recently been expanding rapidly. ^ 

Their main targets are the current congregations of the Christian church and, thus, is a very 
alarming movement. Specifically, the SJC members hide that they are members of the SCJ, calling 
themselves “harvesters,” evangelizing a Christian church congregation and converting them into 
SCJ members. Or, members of the SCJ join a Christian church, hiding that they are members of 
the SCJ, and cause conflicts within the church, even driving out the current pastor of the Christian 
church. Such action is categorized by them as “Moving Mountains.” Through its persistent attack 
and surreptitious nature, the SCJ, though only a thirty-year-old organization, has grown to have 
100,000 members.*’ 

In reality, the majority of the SCJ members are comprised of former Christian congregations. 
The SCJ is causing not only theological controversy, but also societal problems. Through heretical 
extreme eschatological teachings, many SCJ followers turn their backs on their families, causing 
disharmony in their family units and breaking them up. 

SCJ was founded by Mr. Man Hee Lee in 1984, and the headquarters is located in Kwa Cheon, 
Gyeonggi province. SCJ’s doctrine is centered on the book of Revelation. They claim that God has 
created something that did not exist before, thus creating the New Israel within the SCJ with 12 

4 Shinchonji- Healing All Nations, “Promised temple,” 2012, http://www.shinchonji.org/wp/?cat=43. 

5 Kookminilbo, “Busan churches, declare all out war to SCJ for protecting churches and believers” (Translated), 
Kukinews, 2012, http://news.kukinews.com/article/view.asp?page=l&gCode=kmi&:arcid=0005840206&cp=du. 

6 C channel, “Weekly magazine: interview to pastor Shin 2” (Translated), March, 2012, http://www.cch.tv/news/ 
news_cch_view.asp?seq=0000004728. 
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tribes chosen/ Further, they claim that they make up God’s kingdom and the Holy Temple. They 
believe that they make up the 144,000 remnant in Revelation 7 and state that people who are not 
a part of the 12 tribes within the SCJ will not and cannot be the people of God.* Such doctrines are 
taught at a theological school established by the SCJ called the Zion Christian Mission Center and 
the members of the center are over 85,000.^ 

Analyzing the Heresy of SCJ 

There is a fundamental error in the SCJ’s Christology. One of SCJ books states the following: 
“Even today, like then, God called a human with a specific calling and nurtures him [Man Hee 
Lee]. He [Man Hee Lee] is the same being as that of Jesus two thousand years ago. And as the 
Holy Spirit came upon Jesus, he became the Savior, the Holy Spirit came upon the counselor, that 
counselor becomes the savior. To be more direct, the righteous one, Jesus of two thousand years 
ago, came again as the counselor, becoming one with the Holy Spirit God; thus becoming Christ.”^® 
Mr. Lee claims that the Holy Spirit came upon Jesus and that is how Jesus became a savior. Further, 
a book called The Truth of Revelation 2 states, “Jesus is not God who came as flesh, but the Holy 
Spirit came upon Jesus who was an ordinary human being, and that is how Jesus became God’s 
son.”^^ Here, Mr. Lee makes an erroneous claim that Jesus is not God who became flesh as the 
Scripture states (Phil 2:6-8), but that the Holy Spirit came upon an ordinary human, Jesus. This 
claim not only denies Jesus as God, but also follows the erroneous view of Adoptionism that an 
ordinary human became the Son of God as the Holy Spirit came upon him. Adoptionism is contrary 
to the traditional orthodox belief that Jesus came as fully God and that God voluntarily chose to 
take on the form of flesh, based on John 1:14, which states, “The Word became flesh and made 
his dwelling among us. We have seen his glory, the glory of the One and only, who came from the 
Father, full of grace and truth (NIV).” This Scripture clearly testifies that Jesus is God and that Jesus 
came from the Father and was always one with the Father God. 

Through such denial of the divinity of Jesus, a serious cultic doctrine was formed. Mr. Lee 
claims that the Holy Spirit came upon him and that he is therefore a savior, but this is clearly an 
erroneous doctrine because the only way Jesus is the ultimate savior is because Jesus was perfectly 
God from the beginning, which Mr. Lee was not. Jesus is the ultimate unique figure who was and is 
perfectly God and perfectly human; and, therefore, he was able to carry the sins of all humankind. 
The doctrine of SCJ is further erroneous in that the focus is not on Jesus Christ the Savior, but on 
Mr. Lee, claiming that he is the new Jesus that has come as a savior. The traditional orthodox belief 
of Christianity focuses on Jesus Christ as the sole Savior. 

Such erroneous doctrines do not end there, but they make further heretical interpretations of 
the ascension and the second coming of Jesus. The SCJ denies the resurrection of Jesus’ physical 
body. The SCJ claims, “the image of Jesus in the clouds was a modified Jesus in the form of spirit 
and not of flesh... and Jesus was hidden in the clouds and will return like the same (Acts 1:9). 
Therefore, the Lord will return on the clouds, will return in spirit.”^^ For Mr. Lee to claim that Jesus 
did not resurrect in flesh, but ascended in spirit is to deny the physical resurrection of Jesus Christ. 
This is clearly heretical, as in Luke 24:36-43 Jesus showed his physical body to his disciples and 
also ate with them. Further in Acts 1:9, after Jesus ended his conversation with his disciples, before 
the disciples’ eyes he was taken up. These Scriptures clearly show that the physical, human Jesus 
resurrected and ascended. 

7 Breaknews, “Interview to Mr. Man Hee Lee”(Translated), 2010, http://breaknews.com/sub_read. 
html?uid=118026&section=sc2. 

8 Shinchonji, “Shinchonji 12 tribes” (Translated), 2012, <http://www.shinchonji.kr/2012/scj.phpPs Menu=A1300>. 

9 Ibid. 

10 Gun Nam Kim, and Byung Hee Kim, New Birth (translated) (Anyang, Gyeonggi: Publisher Shinchonji, 1986), 333- 

334. 

11 Man Hee Lee, The Truth of Revelation 2 (translated) (Anyang, Gyeonggi: Publisher Shinchonji, 1988), 40. 

12 Man Hee Lee, The Reality of Revelation (translated) (Anyang, Gyeonggi: Publisher Shinchonji, 2005), 55. 



SCJ further presents more dangerous doctrines of salvation. The book published by SCJ called 
Heaven Secret Revelation states the following: “When the already written book of Revelation takes 
place, all the specifically recorded events will take place. And a prophetic shepherd like Apostle 
John will be revealed and, through the anointment and direction of Jesus, will testify of what they 
hear. Therefore, people on earth at such time of revelation must meet the prophetic shepherd as that 
of Apostle John and accept and believe in his testimony to have salvation.”^^ They claim that they 
must believe in an unidentifiable figure calling it a “prophetic shepherd like Apostle John” to receive 
salvation, but the Bible clearly states in Acts 4:12, “Salvation is found in no one else, for there is 
no other name under heaven given to men by which we must be saved.” Salvation is only through 
Jesus Christ. Likewise, SCJ is focusing on creating a new savior, making a claim that the work of 
Jesus is incomplete and therefore the salvation plan of Jesus is incomplete. They do not focus on 
the perfect God becoming a human through incarnation for the ultimate redemption through Jesus 
Christ. They keep focusing on Mr. Lee as the new savior. This is clearly erroneous and contrary to 
the traditional orthodox belief. 


Recommendations for Correction 

Many times, it is not an easy task for believers to discern what is right and wrong on their 
own. However, it is not too difficult to think there is something wrong when the followers are not 
able to carry out their daily lives because of a doctrine of extreme apocalyptical views. Further, 
it is essential to know sound Christology. We think of all “Christian” churches as sharing the 
basic doctrine within the Christian faith, thinking we all know it, but knowingly or unknowingly, 
there are many heretical views mixed into our knowledge of Christology. There is a dire necessity 
of discretion among believers to understand fully through the Scriptures that Jesus is perfectly 
God and perfectly human. Further, through this, we are able to understand why salvation could 
only come through Jesus Christ. With a sound background of Christology and much effort in 
understanding the salvation process and the necessities in perfecting salvation, one will be able to 
realize that there is no other way to salvation than Jesus Christ. And we will come to the result that 
no other attractively appearing figure or person could substitute for Jesus Christ. There is none like 
Jesus. 


Conclusion 

SCJ members are mainly comprised of former Christian congregations and members of the 
Christian church. If they did not have the diligence in believing in God and church life, they would 
not have even have fallen into such a cult. On the other hand, the reason why they fell into the 
cult is because, despite their diligence, they did not understand the basic doctrines of the orthodox 
faith, such as Christology and Soteriology. SCJ targets such Christian congregations that have 
the desire for God and salvation, but are not assured of salvation, which causes them to fall into 
the fear of not receiving salvation, thus making them vulnerable to SCJ’s doctrines. The only way 
such Christian congregations will not fall into such an erroneous cult is for the Church have more 
balanced and sound biblical truths. The Church must educate and equip the congregation. We have 
a lot of work to do to help create true learners of the Bible. 

Jae Kon Moon was born and reared in South Korea. Although Jae Kon studied business at college, he began ministry 
after graduation. He taught immigrant children at an afterschool program and came to the United States three years ago to 
pursue a degree in urban ministry at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, Boston campus. He is currently a minister at 
Evergreen Church at Boston overseeing the college group. His interest is immigrant and educational ministry. Jae Kon resides 
in Quincy, Massachusetts with his wife and a newborn son. 


13 Man Hee Lee, Heaven Secret Revelation (translated) (Anyang, Gyeonggi: Publisher Shinchonji, 1998), 50. 
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The Scythians of Colossians 3:11: 

Their Origin and Their Legacy in Xinjiang, China, Today; 

The Early Local Ethnic History (1800 B.C. - the first century A.D.) 

Mark Chuanghan Shan 

Introduction 

The reference to the Scythians by Paul in his great statement on equality in Christ in Colossians 
3:11, “Here there is no Gentile or Jew, circumcised or uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave 
or free, but Christ is all, and is in all,” indicates the marginalized fashion with which the Scythians 
were regarded in the world in Rome in the first century A. D. Drawing on numerous primary and 
secondary sources, this article details how the Scythians migrated from the region of the Euphrates 
and Tigris Rivers, being Mediterranean Southern Europeans, and eventually settled in the “Western 
Regions,” which included today’s Xinjiang Province in China. The article shows how wars and 
other factors moved them to their location around the Amu Darya River region and intermarriage 
formed the basis for and the legacy handed down to today’s residents of this area, the descendants 
of the Scythians, who are still marginalized under the present Communist Chinese government and 
other non-Scythian Turkic Islamic groups. 


Background 

In my historical research into Xinjiang Province, because of Xinjiang’s unique geographic 
position between inland China and Central Asia, I have adopted the perspectives of the dynastic 
rulers of various racial and ethnic groups who governed Xinjiang. At the same time I also consulted 
the histories of the Chinese dynasties to the east and those of Central and Western Asia to the west 
including histories of the Persian and Roman empires. Even though, since the beginning in the mid¬ 
ninth century, Uyghurs migrated in this region as the first Eastern Asian dine, the Mongols and Han 
were in control of this area for the longest period of time. 

People are under the common misconception that Xinjiang is the same as what was known as 
the “Western Regions” in ancient China but this is not so. The term “Western Regions” first made 
its appearance in the work of the great Han dynasty historian Sima Qian’s Historical Records (Shi 
Ji).^ But as to exactly what comprised the Western Regions has constantly been in dispute among 
scholars.^ One indisputable fact, however, is that it was a huge area encompassing the whole of 
Central Asia including in its eastern part today’s Xinjiang. In his History of Han-Western Regions, 
another prominent Han dynasty historian. Ban Gu, calls the Western Regions Sai Land, which 
means the region of the Sai people. Traveling from China to Sai Land was called going abroad to 
Sai (chu-sai). According to the definition set forth by Chinese Western Regions scholar Gao Yong- 
jiu and Japanese Western Regions researcher Torn Haneda, in the Han (206 B.C.-A.D. 220) and 
Tang (A.D. 618-917) dynasties, the term “Western Regions” broadly referred to the areas west of 
the Jade Gate Pass and Dunhuang, including Central and Western Asia, and even the part of Europe 
which belonged to the Roman empire. In a narrower sense, the “Western Regions” referred to the 
area surrounding the Congling or Pamir plateau, including part of Central Asia, which is a larger 
area than current Xinjiang. To differentiate between these two, we can refer to them as the larger 
Western Regions and the smaller Western Regions.^ 


1 Weijiang Tian, Xinjiang History (Beijing: Wuzhou Publishing House, 2001), 8. 

2 Gao Yong-jiu, General Study on Ancient Ethnic Religions of the Western Regions (Beijing: High Education 
Publisher, 1997), chapter 1, foreword, 1. 

3 Ibid., 1, 3. 



Throughout history, Xinjiang has endured several name changes as the ruling dynasties of the 
different races came and went. At various times in history, the Chinese also used the term “Western 
Regions” to refer in general terms to the Xinjiang area. It was not until 1759 that the Qing dynasty 
named it “Xinjiang” and incorporated it into China’s territory. Prior to that, people of Central Asia 
and the indigenous Indo-European inhabitants, as well as the foreign colonialists from Persia and 
Greece, and later the Huns, Turks, Tibetans, Khitans, Mongols, and Han-Chinese from East Asia, 
repeatedly attempted to occupy or unify the region as an independent state, carve it up into nation¬ 
states, or subjugate it to other empires. 

Eoreign and Chinese historians generally agree that the earliest written record of the ancient 
history of Xinjiang and Central Asia is found in the historical records of China’s Han dynasty.'* 

It was China’s Han dynasty court that dispatched Zhang Qian and later Gan Ying on separate 
missions to the Western Regions, thereby formally documenting the Silk Road that connected 
Europe and Asia and the local conditions of the different people groups including natural 
environment, customs, and cultures in the Western Regions. In A.D. 97 or the 9th year of Han 
Emperor He, General Ban Chao, who was stationed near Kucha, Xinjiang in the Western Regions 
as the Han dynasty assigned Satrap, sent an envoy, Gan Ying, to Da-qin, that is, the Roman empire. 
The delegation also traveled to Syrian Antioch in the Roman Empire, reaching the Seleucia harbor 
where the Apostle Paul started his first missionary journey 51 years earlier. Traditionally, scholars 
thought Ban Chao only reached as far as the Persian Gulf,^ but that is a misunderstanding.® 

4 Sheng Li, ed., Historical and Current Xinjiang, China (Urumqi: Xinjiang People’s Publishing House, 2003), chs. 1, 5. 

5 Xinjiang History, 13>. 

6 I think it is a misunderstanding for scholars, especially Chinese scholars, to think Gan Ying returned after he reached 
the Persian Gulf. According to the History of the Eastern Han, by historian Fan Ye from Song of the Southern dynasties, in 97 
A.D. (the 9th year of Han Emperor He), General Ban Chao, the Han dynasty satrap in the Western Regions (stationed near 
modern-day Kucha, on the north side of Xinjiang’s Tarim Basin) sent his deputy general Gan Ying as an envoy to Da-qin (also 
called Li Jian, that is, the Roman Empire). His delegation arrived on the eastern bank of the Western Sea (the Mediterranean 
Sea), at the city of Antioch, which was then the provincial capital of Syria in Roman Empire, went to its harbor Seleucia (from 
where the Apostle Paul had started his first missionary journey 51 years earlier), and then returned home. 

But one of the traditional accounts among [Chinese] historians is that Gan Ying only went as far as the Persian Gulf 
before returning home. This is actually a misunderstanding. According to the account in the “Treatise on the Western 
Regions” in Fan Ye’s History of the Eastern Han, “In the ninth Yong-yuan year of Han Emperor He, the satrap Ban Chao 
sent Gan Ying as an envoy to Da-qin. He reached Tiao-zhi. On the shore of the sea that he planned to cross, Gan Ying was 
told by the sailors of the western border of An-xi: ‘The sea is vast. With favorable winds, the roundtrip takes three months. 

If the winds are not favorable, it can take up to two years, so those making the journey must have food supplies for three 
years. On the sea, people quickly become homesick, and some die.’ Hearing this, Gan Ying stayed put.” 

Here, An-xi refers to Persia, or ancient Iran; its First Persian Empire was the Achaemenid Empire (550-330 B.C.). At its 
largest, the Achaemenid Empire stretched west to the Mediterranean Sea, including the whole of modern-day Turkey in Asia 
Minor, also known as “the western border of An-xi.” The Achaemenid Empire was conquered by Alexander the Great of the 
Macedonian-Greek Empire, and after Alexander’s death, his four generals divided up the empire. One of the four generals, 
Seleucus, took over the territory from east of the Mediterranean Sea to central Asia, and declared himself king of the 
Seleucid Empire (312-63 B.C., which Han dynasty historical records called Tiao-zhi). This is the accurate account recorded 
in the History of the Eastern Han, that “An-xi after the war was part of Tiao-zhi and was ruled by a great general who also 
ruled all the neighboring small cities.” The period in which Gan Ying was sent as an envoy to Da-qin (Rome) was during the 
Parthian Empire of An-xi a.k.a. Persia (247 B.C. - A.D. 224). 

Furthermore, the History of the Eastern Han says, “The capital city of Tiao-zhi sits on a hill and its circumference is 
more than 40 li. It overlooks the Western Sea and is surrounded on the south and northeast sides by seawater; the only land 
route is in the northwest corner, there are no roads to the other three sides.” From the capital, the route back home “headed 
north then east, reaching An-xi after more than 60 days on horseback.” The geographic features described here match those 
of Antioch (the modern-day Turkish city of Antakya), the capital of the Seleucid Empire (Tiao-zhi), even though at that time 
it was part of the Roman Empire. Elsewhere, it says that when Gan Ying arrived, he “traveled west from An-xi...then south 
across the river, then southwest for 960 li to the Kingdom of Luo on An-xi’s westernmost border. From there, going south 
by ship across the sea, was the route to Da-qin.” The river mentioned here would be the Euphrates River. The location of 
the Kingdom of Luo would be the Roman province of Syria, of which Antioch was the provincial capital, although based on 
pronunciation Luo might refer to the Roman Empire. Therefore, putting all this together, we know that the location from 
where Gan Ying planned to cross the sea should be the Seleucia harbor in Antioch (or modern-day Turkey’s Samandag). 

According to descriptions of the Silk Road by a Macedonian trader (Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 40-41) also 
from the first century A.D., Antioch was the westernmost starting point of the Silk Road, which then crossed the Euphrates 
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The Ethnic History of Xinjiang 

The history of Xinjiang will be considered in four periods: (1) the period of Outer Caucasus/ 
Europe, Outer Iran, and Outer Greece; (2) the period of the Turks; (3) the period of the Mongols; 
(4) the period of the Han Chinese. 

The earliest inhabitants of all Central Asia and Xinjiang were Caucasians. That does not 
necessarily mean that they migrated from the European continent, because it is possible that, in the 
earliest times, all Caucasians lived in the areas north of the Black and Caspian Seas, i.e., in today’s 
Ukraine and Russian prairies according to some scholars’ research, such as the French historian, 
Rene Grousset. According to the biblical record in Genesis 10-11, Caucasians might originally 
have lived in the area of the two rivers, the Euphrates and the Tigris in the Middle East, and about 
1,900 B.C., these people began to migrate northward into Europe becoming today’s Europeans and 
eastward to West, Central and East Asia becoming known as Indo-Europeans by modern Western 
scholars. 

Sir William Jones, a British scholar of Oriental studies, was the first to advance the concept of 
Indo-European languages, which he introduced at the Royal Asiatic Society in 1786.^ As a result, 
all ethnic groups within the Indo-European language group, mainly Europeans but including 
Indians, were called Indo-Europeans. Another explanation is that, during the British colonial rule 
of India, Westerners found Caucasians in northern India and called them India’s Europeans, or 
Indo-Europeans. Today, when academics refer to Indo-Europeans, they usually mean the indigenous 
Caucasians who historically lived in Central Asia, Xinjiang and northwestern India and this article 
uses the term in the same way. 

Today, white Europeans are divided into two categories: Northern Europeans or Aryans, whose 
characteristics are blonde or red hair, high eyebrows, shallow eye sockets, high noses, concaving 
nose bridges, white skin, large eyes that are blue, light brown or green; and Mediterranean 
Europeans or Southern Europeans, whose characteristics are black or dark brown hair, deep eye 
sockets, higher noses, protruding nose bridges, white skin, and black, brown or brown-yellowish 
eyes. Some have ruddy complexions like a suntan. Both are tall, sturdily built and have heavy hair. 
All Europeans, including generations of modern European migrants to other continents, can be 
grouped into the “European Caucasian” or “Westerners.” 


River at Hierapolis (Menbij), entering Persia’s Parthian Empire. The route is the same as Gan Ying’s route as recorded 
in the History of the Eastern Han. That is to say, the route that Gan Ying took in his travels was the Silk Road, with 
Antioch—which was on the shore of the Western Sea (Mediterranean Sea)—as the end point of this route. Going further west 
was a route that the Chinese people were not familiar with. The History of the Eastern Han also described and praised Da- 
qin’s location, capital, customs, prosperity and greatness, political system, king and people, though this was obviously not 
firsthand information. 

According to the book of Acts in the Bible, the city of Antioch was of great significance in the history of Christianity. 
Not only was the first church of non-Jews established here, but this was also the church that commissioned the first great 
missionary: the Apostle Paul. The port of Seleucia was where Paul, accompanied by church networker Barnabas, boarded a 
ship on his first missionary journey (A.D. 46-48, see Acts 13-14). In the autumn of A.D. 59, Paul crossed the Mediterranean 
Sea by ship for Rome, but on the way encountered “a wind of hurricane force, called the Northeaster, swept down from 
the island.” The ship was destroyed and he floated at sea for 14 days. The passengers overcame many hardships and barely 
survived. In the spring of 60 A.D., he finally arrived in Rome (Acts 27-28). Forty years later, what the sailors in Seleucia told 
the Han envoy Gan Ying was certainly no exaggeration: ‘The sea is vast. With favorable winds, the round-trip takes three 
months. If the winds are not favorable, it can take up to two years ...” So Gan Ying looked out over the Mediterranean Sea, 
heaved a great sigh, and turned back for the Han court, thus bringing to an end the furthest diplomatic mission to the West 
of Chinese history before the [Mongol] Yuan dynasty. 

It was 1200 years later that the first successful visit was made to Rome, by the Uyghur Christian monk. Bar Sauma, 
who was sent from Beijing by the great khan of the Mongol Empire and emperor of China’s Yuan (Mongol) dynasty, Kublai, 
and by the Mongol khan appointed to the Persian region of the Mongol Empire, the third Il-khan Arghun (1284-1291). Also 
see footnote 13. 

7 J. P. Mallory and Victor H. Mair, The Tarim Mummies: Ancient China and the Mystery of the Earliest Peoples from 
the West (New York: Thames & Hudson, 2000), 119. 
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The earliest people to inhabit the easternmost part of Central Asia, that is Xinjiang, were 
Scythians in North Xinjiang. Historians believe they were Iranian, a conclusion based on 
information about their language and customs,* but I think they belonged to the Mediterranean 
Southern Europeans category as ancient paintings show, thus I call them Scythian Indo-European 
(see Picture 1-8). That is why in appearance they had some modern Iranian features. In Chinese 
ancient history books, they were called Sai people, so I also call them Scythian-Sai people. As for 
South Xinjiang, I think that the earliest inhabitants there belonged to the Northern European 
category as ancient paintings show, so I call them Aryan Indo-Europeans (see Picture 1-9). Chinese 
ancient history books called them Hu people, so I also call them Aryan-Hu people. Aryan, originated 
from Sanskrit drya meaning “noble.” There was another type of white people, close to Northern 
Europeans, but characterized by a round face, who will not be categorized separately in this article. 



1-8 Pazyryk Horseman, c 300 B.C. Detail from felt in the State Hermitage Museum in St Petersburg.^ 



1-9 Paintings in Dunhuang: Zhang Qian Traveled as Envoy to Western Regions^^ 

8 Rene Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes: A History of Central Asia, trans. Naomi Walford {New Brunswick, NJ: 
Rutgers University Press, 1970), 7, 546. 

9 Source: http://en.wikipedia. 0 rg/wiki/File:PazyrikH 0 rseman.jpg @ 

10 Source: ttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:ZhangQianTravels.jpg @ 
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Both categories of Indo-Europeans were scattered throughout Central Asia, mainly in the area 
around the Altai Mountains/Ili River, the Tianshan Mountains/Syr Darya River, and the Amu Darya 
River/Hindu Kush Mountains. This area included the whole of Xinjiang and as far east as modern 
China’s Gansu Province Dunhuang-Qilian Mountain area, as far west as the Caspian Sea-Volga 
River and eastern Iranian Plateau, and as far south as the Punjab area of today’s Pakistan and India, 
where the Indo-Europeans are called Indo-Aryan by linguists.“ Chinese Han dynasty history books 
call the two types of Indo-Europeans the Sai race and their king Sai Wang. This is the Xinjiang 
period of Outer Caucasus/ Europe. 

Therefore to facilitate comprehension, readers should remember the distinction between 
these two groups: Scythian Indo-Europeans, with black hair and brown eyes, belonging to the 
Mediterranean Southern Europeans; Aryan Indo-Europeans, blonde or red-headed with blue eyes, 
belonging to the Northern European race. Both are Caucasians, or white people. 

I. The Natives of North Xinjiang: Scythian Indo-Europeans 

Nomadic Iranian-speaking tribes were the earliest inhabitants of the Altai mountain range 
in North Xinjiang, the Minusinsk Basin close to Outer Mongolia, in the central part of Russian 
Siberia, the Yenisei River valley, the region of the Tianshan Mountains—Hi River—Balkhash Lake, 
the northern bank of Syr Darya River and places close to the Eergana Basin. Greek historians called 
them Scythians (skuthai), the Assyrians called them Ashkuz, Persian and Indians gave them the 
name of Saka, and Chinese history books called them “Sai Race” which means Sai people. They all 
belonged to the Indo-European ethnic group. 

The Bible mentions Scythians (Col. 3:11). The ancient Greek historian Herodotus, regarded 
as the father of Western history, in his work The Histories wrote about the Scythians.These 
Scythians had the same culture and customs as Ancient Iranians, speaking the Saka language, 
which was itself a dialect of Eastern Iranian. That does not indicate they were ancient Iranian or 
influenced by Persian-Iranian culture because the Scythian Indo-Europeans were also present in the 
ancient Iran area. It is said that “Scythian” means “archer.”'^ Those Scythian Indo-Europeans who 
lived as far east as China’s Gansu province (Dun-huang [Sha-zhou]—^Jiu-quan [Su-zhou]—Zhang- 
ye [Gan-zhou] —^Wu-wei [Liang-zhou]) were called Yue-zhi or Rou-zhh^ by the Han dynasty. 

In the eighth century B.C., the Assyrian kingdom dominated Western Asia.^^ In eastern Asia, 
China was ruled by the Zhou dynasty. On the Mongol grasslands to the northeast was what China 
called the Xiong-nu or Hsiung-nu. I think they belonged to the Turkic people, whom the Chinese 
called Hu probably until the Tang dynasty when the name shifted to Aryan Indo-Europeans. The 
Romans and the Indians called this ethnic group Hun, Hunni or Huna. Starting in the fourth 
century B.C., the Han-Chinese of China’s central plains, south of the Mongol grasslands, began 
waging war with the invading Huns.^* 

About the seventh century B.C., the Scythians of Central Asia began to migrate southward and 
cross the Syr Darya River to the region of the Aryan Indo-Europeans. At the time, when Persia, the 


11 Benjamin W. Fortson IV, Indo-European Language and Culture: An Introduction, 2nd ed. (West Sussex, UK: Wiley- 
Blackwell, 2010), 206. 

12 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, xxiii, 7, 8,19, 546. Grousset thought “the Scythians belonged to the Iranian 
race.” I think Scythians were among the early not the later Iranians. 

13 Orr, James, ed., “Definition for ‘SCYTHIANS.’” International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, bible-history.com - 
ISBE; 1915, http://www.bible-history.eom/isbe/S/SCYTHIANS/. 

14 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 546. 

15 Oswald Szemerenyi, Four Old Iranian Ethnic Names: Scythian - Skudra - Sogdian - Saka (Vienna: Verlag der 
Osterreischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1980), 16, 19. 

16 Ibid., 29, 

17 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 8, 9. 

18 Ibid., 19,20. 
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ancient Iranian Achaemenid dynasty (550-330 B.C.) dominated the Syr and Amu river valleys and 
the area of Kabul—Punjab—south western Tarim basin, the people who had settled both north and 
south of the Tianshan Mountains and in east Xinjiang as far east as today’s Gansu province were 
primarily Sakas or Scythian Indo-Europeans who spoke Eastern Iraniand^ These two centuries are 
the period of outer Iran. 

By the end of the third century B.C., the Huns or Xiong-nu, who previously were also called 
xidn-yun or yan-yun by the Chinese, became stronger and made their formal debut in world history. 
At that time, China was unified by the Qin dynasty’s first emperor, ending the chaotic warfare of 
the Spring and Autumn Warring States Period. Eully aware of the great threat from the grasslands 
in the north, this emperor began constructing the Great Wall which was completed in 215 B.C.^° 

About 177 to 176 B.C., the Hun chief Chan-yu (King) Mao-Dun attacked the Scythian Indo- 
European Yue-zhi state in the corridor west of the Yellow River in today’s Gansu Province, and 
Mao-Dun’s son Lao-Shang (174-161 B.C.) later thoroughly defeated the Yue-zhi state and killed 
its king. After this military defeat, the Yue-zhi people were forced to split into two groups. The 
Greater Yue-zhi retreated westward through the Gobi desert to Xinjiang, settling in what is today’s 
Kyrgyzstan and southeastern Kazakhstan Hi River—Lake Balkhash—Lake Issyk Kul area, and the 
Lesser Yue-zhi migrated southward to the southern Qilian Mountains, settling in the area where 
today’s Qinghai, Gansu, and Xinjiang intersect. This was the first great migration of people on the 
Asian plateaus in recorded history.^' 

Immediately following this, in 176 B.C., the Huns also defeated the Wu-sun who inhabited the 
Lop Nor or Kumul area east of the Tarim Basin. In my opinion, these people were Aryan Europeans 
and their location was Kumul and Karashar. After the Huns killed the Wu-sun king, the Hun Mao- 
Dun Chanyu adopted his youngest son Kumul, and, when Prince Kumul matured, the Hun leader 
dispatched him westward to lead the Wu-sun in conquering the Greater Yue-zhi. After banishing 
the Yue-zhi, the Wu-sun settled in the Hi River-Lake Balkhash-Lake Issyk Kul area, or what Chinese 
scholars called the Seven Rivers area, becoming an independent nomadic kingdom not under Hun 
rule. Its capital Chi-gu, which means red valley in Chinese, was probably located on one of the 
upper branches of the Hi or Tekas River or perhaps beside Lake Issyk Kul which ancient Chinese 
books called Da-qing-chi meaning “great clear pond.” When Han dynasty’s Emperor Wudi or Liu 
Che sent envoy Zhang Qian to the Western Regions for a second time in 119 B.C., he succeeded 
in forming an alliance with the Wu-sun and married the Duke of Jiangdu’s daughter. Princess Xi- 
jun, to Prince Kumul. In Xinjiang’s Zhao-su county, ancient tombs of the Wu-sun people have been 
excavated, showing that after the Wu-sun people settled in this area, they gradually abandoned 
their nomadic lifestyle for an agrarian sedentary one. The Wu-sun form one part of the Kazak’s 
ancestors.^^ According to a Soviet Union scholar, the word Kazak is a combination of Kaz and Sak, 
meaning the Real Saka, i.e., real Scythians.^ 

It was during this Western Han dynasty period (206 B.C.—^A.D. 25) that the Chinese began to 
have a deeper understanding of the Western Regions. In 138 B.C. or the second year of Jian-yuan, 
the Han dynasty Emperor Liu Che sent Zhang Qian for the first time as an envoy to the Western 
Regions. His mission was to try forming a diplomatic alliance with the Greater Yue-zhi kingdom in 
today’s Hi River valley in order to join together in resisting the expansion of the Huns or Xiong-nu 
from the north.The Eastern Han historian Ban Gu’s History of Han-Western Regions states: 

19 Ibid., 28. 

20 Ibid., 26. 

21 Ibid., 27-29, for the whole paragraph. 

22 Sima Qian, Shi-ji —Vol. 63: Da-yuan Chronicles (2nd - 1st Century B. C.), Mallory and Mair, The Tarim 
Mummies, 91-92. 

23 Su Bei-hai, The Cultural History of the Kazak (Urumqi: Xinjiang University Publishing House, 1996), 30-31. 

24 Li, ed., Xinjiang, China, first chapter, 10; the year 138 refers to Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 34. 
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Wu-sun State ... [is] located in the Sai regions. The Greater Yue-zhi defeated the Sai 
king in the western area, their king fled across the Xian-du Mountains to the south, 
and the Greater Yue-zhi appropriated the land. Later the Wu-sun Prince Kumul 
defeated the Greater Yue-zhi, who moved westward and colonized Da-xia. Therefore, 
the Wu-sun seized the Greater Yue-zhi land. That is why Wu-sun is called Sai race or 
the Great Yue-zhi race. 

Because of the abundance of water and grass, the Yue-zhi fled to the Hi River Valley and the 
Issyk Kul Basin and settled there after expelling the indigenous Sai people who most likely were 
Sarmatians, a group of Aryan Indo-Europeans.^^ About 160 B.C., they were displaced by the 
militant Wu-sun. Some Western scholars claim the Wu-sun were the Sarmatians. I agree, but not 
that they inhabited this area before the Yue-zhi.The Greater Yue-zhi continued their westward 
retreat and entered through the Fergana region, (in Chinese Da-yuan) of the Syr Darya River’s 
upper reaches, which the ancient Chinese called the “Leaf River” and the Greeks, “Jaxartes.” They 
took over Sogdiana, the northern part of the Greco-Bactrian kingdom which was on the northern 
bank of the Amu Darya River or Oxus Big River, and established it as their capital. In this position 
they were now prepared to annex the kingdom of Da-xia (in Chinese) or “Bactria” (to Western 
scholars), which was south of the Amu Darya River.^^ 

The Yue-zhi (Scythians) Find a Flomeland 

According to the Han dynasty historian Sima Qian’s Historical Records (Shi-Ji - Da-Yuan 
Chronicles), Zhang Qian continued westward in pursuit of the Greater Yue-zhi and finally reached 
them. However, the Greater Yue-zhi had no intention of taking revenge on the Xiong-nu and no 
interest in having any contact with the Han dynasty. Now they were content because “their land 
is large and fertile, almost no enemies.”^* By 128 B.C. when Zhang Qian visited, the Greater Yue- 
zhi had already occupied Sogdiana on the northern bank of the Amu Darya River, which is called 
the Oxus River by Europeans and Gui-shui by Chinese. In 126 B.C., the Yue-zhi crossed the Amu 
Darya River and occupied Bactria, i.e., Da-xia.^^ 

According to the History of Han-Western Regions: 

Da-yuan State...extended 690 li to the southwest to the Greater Yue-zhi, and bordered 
on the north by Kang-ju and on the south by the Greater Yue-zhi. Its landscape, 
weather, environment, and people’s customs, are the same as the Greater Yue-zhi and 
An-xi (Persia). From (Da) yuan westward through An-xi state, though their languages 
are different they are similar enough that they can be mutually understood. They all 
have deep-set eyes and heavy hair. 

Da-yuan was located on the northern bank of the Amu River and on the upper Syr River 
and the Naryn River. This was the Fergana area which was called He-zhong in Chinese and is the 
intersection of today’s eastern Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. An-xi State was Persia’s 
Parthian empire (247 B.C. to A.D. 224). The above record revealed two important proofs: First, the 
Scythians living on the Iran Plateau, northern Central Asia and North Xinjiang had the same social- 
cultural customs as the Greater Yue-zhi, and they all had a similar language, the so-called Eastern 
Iranian tongue. Second, their physical features were deep-set eyes and heavy hair, which are typical 
characteristics of Southern Europeans, i. e., Scythian Indo-Europeans. 

Rene Grousset, the prominent French Asian history scholar, maintains that the Greater Yue- 
zhi whose origin was in today’s Gansu province were the same people that the Greek historians 

25 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes^ 29. 

26 Ibid. 

27 Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 94; Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 28-29. 

28 Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 56. 

29 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 30; Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 94. 
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called Tokharoi, or Tukharoi in Sanskirt, Tokhari or Tocharian, in English^” However, the Yue-zhi 
people were not Tocharian, and scholars debate who the Tocharian really were. Shi-Ji, History 
of Han, and Latter Han History of the Han dynasty (A.D. 420-589) do not mention that name, 
but it began to appear in Chinese books after the Han-Bei dynasty (A.D. 589) as a seeming 
replacement for Da-xia.^* The confusion is cleared by the History of Tang Dynasty Chronicles: 
Western Regions-B, written in the Northern Song dynasty (A.D. 960-1127), which states that “The 
Tu-huo-luo (Tocharians), or Du-huo-luo, or Tu-hu-luo in the Yuan-Wei dynasty, lived west of the 
Congling or Pamir Plateau, south of the Wu-xu River, in the ancient Da-xia (Bactria) territory.” 

And “The Greater Yue-zhi were conquered by the Wu-sun so they moved westward through Da- 
yuan, defeated and governed Da-xia, establishing their capital at Lan-shi (Bactra) city. Da-xia is 
Tocharian.”^^ Here Wu-xu is based on the pronunciation of Oxus, another name for the Amu River. 

That is to say, the Tu-huo-luo (Tocharian) were the people that the Chinese Han dynasty called 
“Da-xia.” Since these people were conquered by the Yue-zhi, they were not Yue-zhi. The Chinese 
Buddhist master Tang Xuan-zang emphasized in his Great Tang Records on the Western Regions 
vol. 1 that the accurate pronunciation of the name of Tocharoi, which may be from the Sanskrit 
Tukharoi, should be “Du-huo-luo” instead of “Tu-huo-luo.” This further proves that, during the 
Han dynasty, Da-xia was also pronounced “Tocharoi.” The great modern Chinese scholar Wang 
Guo-wei (1877-1927) in his Western Hu Research supports this view, saying, “The Tu-hu-luo in 
Wei history, Tu-huo-luo in the Sui and Tang Dynasties, and Du-huo-luo in the Great Tang Records 
on the Western Regions, all refer to the pronunciation of Da-xia.” “Da-xia” pronounced in the 
Shanghai dialect, which descends from the Wu language, being an inherited northern China dialect 
prior to the Jin dynasty, with a Middle Ages northern accent, sounds very similar to “Tu-huo-luo,” 
and almost exactly the same as “Du-huo-luo.”^^ 

Therefore, according to Chinese and Western historical materials, we can conclude that Da- 
xia, i.e., Bactria or Tu-huo-luo, was located south of the Amu River, north of the Hindu Kush 
Mountains, with the Carmanian Desert as its western border and the Pamir Plateau as its eastern 
border.^'* At its greatest, it included today’s Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Afghanistan. When Zhang 
Qian arrived in Yue-zhi’s territory on the northern bank of the Amu River in 128 B.C., Da-xia 
(Bactria) still belonged to the Greco-Bactrian kingdom. One or two years later, in 127 or 126 
B.C., the Yue-zhi crossed the Amu River and occupied Da-xia, thus terminating the reign of the 
Greco-Bactrian kingdom. Afterwards, the Yue-zhi people became the rulers although they were the 
minority and the Tocharians, the majority. Historians may have easily misunderstood and thought 
the Yue-zhi were Tocharians, even though they were not.^^ 

After conquering Tocharistan without difficulty, the Greater Yue-zhi founded the Kushan 
empire,called the Indo-Scythian empire by the Greeks and Romans, and soon after, nearly 
destroyed the Persian Parthian empire by killing its King Phraates II probably in 127 B.C.^^ The 
Greater Yue-zhi now occupied a huge territory, from north to south, including Sogdiana, the 
southwestern part of the Tarim basin, the eastern part of Persia, Bactria (Da-xia), and the Punjab, 
which formerly belonged to the Greco-Bactrian kingdom. The Yue-zhi administered this new 
kingdom in five provinces, each governed by a yabgud^ It seems the Yue-zhi did not take over 

30 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 28. 

31 http://baike.baidu.com/view/36721 .htm 

32 OuYangxiu, Song Qi, History of Tang Dynasty Chronicles: Western Regions-B. http://www.guoxue.com/ 
shibu/24shi/newtangsu/xts_23 8 .htm 

33 Ibid. 

34 H. G. Rawlinson, Bactria, the History of a Forgotten Empire (New York: AMS, 1969), 1. 

35 Gao Yong-jiu, General Study on Ancient Ethnic Religions of the Western Regions (Beijing: High Education 
Publisher, 1997), 31. 

36 Ibid. 

37 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 30-31. 

38 Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 95. 
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the Kang-ju state, located on the lower Syr River. According to the History of Hou Han, A.D. 84, 
the famous Eastern or Hou Han general Ban Chao sent gifts to the Yue-zhi king, asking him to 
admonish the Kang-ju king, not to assist Kashgar’s king against the Han. Ban Chao sought out 
this intermediary, because the two kings were related by marriage. According to Shi-ji-Da-yuan 
Chronicles, Kang-ju was a small state subjugated by the Yue-zhi in the south and the Xiong-nu in 
the east. 

General Ban Chao, the Chinese Eastern Han dynasty Satrap of the Western Region, was the 
younger brother of Ban Gu, the author of the History of Han. He was a brave, talented, wise and 
knowledgeable man. Another History of Hou Han, written by Nan dynasty Song’s Ean Ye, states 
that Ban Chao once led 36 soldiers and attacked a Xiong-nu envoy and his soldiers at night killing 
all (more than a hundred), in Shan-shan, east Xinjiang. The event frightened the residents of the 
Tarim Basin. Later, he refused the Greater Yue-zhi king’s request to marry a Han Chinese princess, 
incurring the king’s hatred. In A.D. 90 or the second year of the Han dynasty Yong-he, the Yue-zhi 
dispatched a 70 thousand strong army to march eastward and attack Ban Chao in the Tarim Basin. 
Ban Chao, leading a small number of troops, fought and stopped the Yue-zhi army at a mountain 
pass for days. Einally, he led a successful attack, using a few hundred soldiers, which forced the 
Yue-zhi General to surrender and retreat. This defeat shocked the Yue-zhi Kushan kingdom, which 
reestablished a relationship with the Han dynasty. General Ban Chao and his soldiers, like Spartan 
King Leonidas and his 300 soldiers, both left a similar legend. 

However, a question arises in respect to this history. Why did the Greater Yue-zhi conquer the 
area south of the Syr River, Sogdiana, and south of the Amu River, Bactria, but not the two states 
of Da-yuan and Kang-ju? The two states even assisted Zhang Qian to travel safely to the Yue-zhi, 
and Ban Chao requested the Yue-zhi to admonish the Kang-ju King not to attack. What do these 
events indicate? According to the History of Han-Western Regions, Da-yuan, Yue-zhi and An-xi 
all had the same geographical landscape and customs: “Erom Da-yuan westward to An-xi, though 
they are quite different states, their customs are very similar and their languages are similar enough 
that they can understand each other. All the people have deep-set eyes and heavy hair” (Shi-ji — Da- 
yuan Lie-zhuan). Additionally, in his Bei-shi-Li-zhuan 85—Western Regions, Tang dynasty historian 
Li Yan-shou pointed out that Kang-ju’s people “all have deep-set eyes, high noses and heavy hair.” 
Therefore, they were all members of the Scythian Indo-Europeans. In my opinion, the natives of 
Sogdiana and Bactria who were conquered by the Yue-zhi were from a different ethnic group, 
the Aryan Indo-Europeans, i.e., the Da-xia people, Bactrians, and Tocharians. Readers should 
remember that the Yue-zhi had quite recently been banished by the Wu-sun, who were also Aryan 
Indo-Europeans. Therefore, those the Yue-zhi were inclined to attack were Aryan Indo-Europeans, 
not the Scythian Indo-Europeans of Da-yuan and Kang-ju, with whom they harbored no grudge. 

Eurthermore, in my opinion, based on the above research, especially on Chinese history records, 
Da-xia not only included the southern area of the Amu River, but also the northern area of the Amu 
River and southern Syr River and Sogdiana. According to the Shi-ji-Da-yuan Chronicles, Zhang 
Qian documented that Da-xia was south of the Amu River and more than 2000 li southwest of Da- 
yuan, because the northern bank of the Amu River had been seized by the Yue-zhi who established 
their capital there. Therefore, Shi-ji added, “After being defeated by the Xiong-nu, the Greater Yue- 
zhi fled far away through (Da) Yuan. Moving westward, they attacked and subjugated Da-xia and 
built their capital on the northern bank of the Amu River (Gui Shui).” It is clear now that, before 
crossing the Amu River, the Yue-zhi attacked and conquered northern Da-xia. 

It is evident that the Da-xia people or Tocharians lived on both banks of the Amu River until 
the Chinese Tang dynasty. According to Tang Xuan-zang’s own observations, in his Great Tang 
Records on the Western Regions, Du-huo-luo or the Tocharian state was contained within its 
“eastern border with the Congling (Pamir Plateau), western border with Persia, southern with 
the great snow covered mountains, the Hindu Kush, and northern with the Iron Gate. The Euchu 
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(Amu) River flows westward through the middle of it.” This description of its eastern, western, and 
southern borders is the same, but that of its northern is different, since the Amu River is not its 
northern border, but flowing westward through the middle. The northern border is the Iron Gate, 
a natural pass in the Gora Besh-Buz Mountains’ Fergana basin with the upper Syr River, modern 
Uzbekistan’s eastern border, or Da-yuan state during the Chinese Han dynasty. According to Tang 
Xuan-zang’s account, during the Yue-zhi Kushan kingdom, Da-xia most likely remained the same 
as it had been. However, the Tocharian Da-xia was divided into 27 states at the time of Tang 
Xuan-zang’s travels. According to Zhang Qian, when the Yue-zhi conquered Da-xia (Bactria), the 
inhabitants lived in cities and houses and maintained their own customs, as in Da-yuan. Each city 
was ruled by a mayor, though there was no central government. Thus by Zhang Qian’s time, both 
sides of the Amu River had a Greek-influenced urban civilization, yet the people preserved their 
own Indo-European customs. 

From early last century research by the Bactria expert, H. G. Rawlinson, we have learned that, 
prior to the Macedonian-Greek conquest, Bactria south of the Amu River was a Persian colony. 
The Persians conquered and ruled the Scythian Indo-Europeans who had moved into this region in 
the seventh century B.C., as well as they also conquered the local inhabitants who were probably 
Aryan Indo-Europeans. During this same time period a similar migration occurred in Armenia, 
where the inhabitants were Aryan according to the Greek historian Herodotus.Archaeologists 
have discovered that, concurrently, a group of Mediterranean Southern Europeans settled in South 
Xinjiang. 


II. The Aryan Indo-European Heritage of Today’s Natives of South Xinjiang 

Therefore, my conclusion is that the original inhabitants of South Xinjiang were Aryan Indo- 
Europeans and that only a very small number of them still live in Xinjiang today, mostly in remote 
isolated places. These are the people who were called Sarmatians by Greek historians and Tu- 
huo-luo (Tocharians) by Chinese. Aryan Indo-Europeans preserved their traditional civilization 
as Northern Europeans, although they were not directly from northern Europe. They lived in 
the region bordered by the Syr River on the north, the India Punjab on the south, the Caspian 
Sea—Volga River and eastern Iran Plateau on the west and on the east, south of the Tian Shan 
Mountains and the Tarim Basin, from Kashgar to Yuan (Hotan), through Turpan'*® to Kumul 
(Hami). In the Han dynasty, they dispersed mainly into Da-xia (Bactria and Sogdiana) and the 
Tarim Basin. Because of the unique, natural, geological protection, Aryan Indo-European culture in 
the Tarim Basin survived the longest. 

The Tocharian language has caused considerable debate and confusion among scholars. My 
hypothesis is that it was the original language of the Tu-huo-luo or Da-xia people, who were Aryan 
Indo-Europeans. Some scholars suggest the language’s name should be that of the two places 
where it was discovered, the Kucha-Karashar/ Turpan language, instead of Tocharian. According 
to the United Kingdom scholar D. Q. Adams’ and the United States scholar J.P. Mallory’s research: 
“Surprisingly Tocharian seems to share more vocabulary with Germanic than with any other Indo- 
European language branch and its general lexical and morphological closest kin seems to be the 
western Indo-European languages rather than those of the eastern rim.”'*' This is an important 
additional linguistic proof to support the view that the Tu-huo-luo were Aryan Indo-European, 
in the same lineage as Northern Europeans. Another complementary proof is that Indo-European 
linguists call original Indo-Europeans in the Punjab, which was part of Da-xia or the Tocharian 
Region, Indo-Aryan. 
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The following is a proof that South Xinjiang’s original inhabitants were Aryan Indo-European 
and of the same lineage as Northern Europeans. It would be appropriate to call them Aryan 
Tocharian. 

During the fourth century B.C., Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.) of the Macedonian/Greek 
empire defeated the Persian Achaemenid empire and marched eastward. He finally conquered a 
great deal of territory which formed the eastern part of the empire. Its borders were on the north 
at the Syr River, on the south at northwestern India, and on the east at the Pamir Plateau. After 
the death of Alexander, his successors, four generals, divided the empire and became kings. In the 
book of Daniel, chapter 8, written about 530 B.C., the author prophesied this accurately. One of 
the generals, Seleucus I (312-281 B.C.), who became king in 305 B.C., took over all land west of 
the Mediterranean, including the Anatolian Plateau from the former empire, and turned it into the 
Greek colonized Seleucid empire (312-63 B.C.), which is called Tiao-zhi by the Chinese. He built 
the city of Antioch at the eastern bank of the Mediterranean Sea. The harbor suburb of Antioch, 
Seleucia, is mentioned in the book of Acts because the Apostle Paul started and finished his first 
missionary journey by ship there during A.D. 46-48. Upon his succession to the throne, Seleucus 
Ts son Antiochus I (181-261 B.C.) relocated the capital to Antioch. In 250 B.C., Satrap Diodotus 
of the empire’s richest province, Bactria, situated between the Amu River and the Hindu Kush 
Mountains, declared independence. He established the Greco-Bactrian kingdom (250-126 B.C.) 
with Bactra, the ancient Balkh, as the capital. This kingdom is modern Wazirabad in Afghanistan, 
Jian-shi in Shi-ji (and pronounced “Bozhi” in Wei history by the Chinese). This new powerful 
kingdom possessed abundant natural resources and the advantages of Greek culture and the city- 
state system. It started expanding rapidly and colonized west to east from the Caspian Sea and 
Iranian Plateau to the Southwest Tarim Basin, and north to south from the Syr River to the Punjab. 
These two centuries mark Xinjiang’s outer Greek age, but only in South Xinjiang. The Aryan Indo- 
Europeans of the Tarim Basin maintained their Hellenistic civilization until the Uyghur invasion in 
the 9th century.'*^ 

Over the most recent thirty years, archaeological breakthroughs in Xinjiang and Xinjiang 
Tocharian language research have adequately proved that the original inhabitants of South Xinjiang 
were white Indo-Europeans, specifically Sarmatians, who are Aryan Indo-Europeans. In Chinese 
history books, they are called a branch of the Sai or, from the beginning of the Tang dynasty, the 
Hu. The Persians and Indians called them Sakd or Shaka, the Greeks Zakai, and in Latin Sakas^^ Of 
importance is that the people the Greeks called Scythians, skuthai, were different from the Zakai. 

Beginning in 1978, archaeologists discovered many mummies in the Tarim Basin, where the dry 
Gobi Desert preserved them extremely well. Surprisingly, these mummies are of Northern European 
white people. In the summer of 1988, Victor Mair, the sinologist and Indo-European linguist, visited 
the Urumqi Museum and saw many of these mummies (Picture 1-10, 11, characteristic of Northern 
Europeans) which are dated from 1200-1800 B.C., however most of them are from around 1000 
B.C.'^^ 

In the leading Chinese physical anthropologist Han Kang-xin’s essential contribution to the 
study of Xinjiang inhabitants, he “analyzed 300 skulls assigned to the period 1800 B.C. to A.D. 300 
and demonstrated that the oldest skulls in the Gumugou burial ground (1800 B.C.) belonged to 
the Caucasoid type, which have a western origin and had remained buried there for a much longer 
time. This type was also present in the Kumul Yanbulaq burial ground, which by carbon 14 was 
dated 1300-500 B.C., and also in the later sites, Khotunsumbul, Alwighul, and Miran.”'*^ 


42 The whole paragraph refers to Rawlinson, Bactria, xiii-xiv, 7, and other materials including Grousset’s The Empire 
of the Steppes and Gao’s Ethnic Religions. 

43 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 29. 

44 Mallory and Mari, The Tarim Mummies, 8, 10. 

45 E. E. Kuzmina and Victor H. Mair, eds.. The Prehistory of the Silk Road (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 2008), 91. 
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1-10; 1-11 The mummies, dated 1000 B.C., from Charchan (Qie-mo county) at southeastern Tarim^^ 


These were the earliest inhabitants of Xinjiang. In the late Bronze Age and early Iron Age, which for 
Europeans is 750 B.C., but for Chinese is after the sixth century B.C., or the age of Saka about the 
sixth century B.C., he noted, “the arrival of a second population, also Caucasoid and Western by 
origin. It belonged to the East Mediterranean type.” These people also spread into the southwestern 
Tarim Basin, where the Sampul burial ground is located, further east, reaching Lop Nor, where the 
Miran and Krosan/Loulan burial grounds are, and north to Alwighul, or Heshuo, county. Einally, 
in the Saka epoch, a third group of Caucasoid, of the Kazakhstan Saka Pamiro-Eerghanian type, 
perhaps with round faces, arrived, which were represented “by the skulls from the burial grounds 
of Alwighul during the 6th to 1st centuries BC in Turpan and Mongghul Kura at the border of 
Semirechye during the 1st century AD, etc.”"*^ 


On the Tarim Basin’s southern rim, a third to second century B.C. 
woolen tapestry (Picture 1-12)"* was discovered at the Sampul ancient 
cemetery in Lop county near Hotan, ancient Yu-tian. In this art piece, 
the soldier has big blue eyes, which are a typical Northern European 
feature, and his clothing is typical Greek during the colonization of 
the Greco-Bactria kingdom, i.e., Da-xia. The soldier carries a lance, 
which is a characteristic Sarmatian weapon.It depicts an Aryan Indo- 
European Sampul Soldier in the Tarim basin. 


1-12 The Sampul Soldier, 
Urumqi Museum 


Therefore, the evidence from archaeological, anthropological, and 
linguistic research reveals that the racial ethnogenesis of the Tarim 
Basin was original Aryan Indo-European inhabitants who belonged to 
the ancient Northern European civilization. Chinese ancient records 
provide a complementary proof. The Tang Buddhist master Xuan- 
zang’s Great Tang Records on the Western Regions mentions that, in 
Shu-le or Kashgar and Kumul or Wakhan, there were people with blue 
eyes. Wang Guo-wei’s Xi-hu-xu-kao quotes the Tang dynasty records 
confirming that the Yu-tian people and Tu-huo-luo (Tocharians) were 
the same. Also in the History of Bei Yu-tian, Yu-tian people were 
described as different from other Western Regions’ people, because 
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47 Ibid. 

48 http://en.wikipedia. 0 rg/wiki/File:UrumqiWarrior.jpg 

49 Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, 15. 



29 





their eyes were not as deep-set and their nose bridges not as high, being more like Chinese facial 
features. These features are characteristic of Northern Europeans, not Southern Europeans. 




93. A female figure 
from one of the cave 
shrines (far left). 

94. The artists of 
the cave shrines 
occasionally portrayed 
themselves at work 
(left). 
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1-14 The Kizil Buddhist Caves^‘ 
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1-15^^ 

Furthermore, a ninth to tenth century A.D. painting of a Tocharian monk and an East Asian 
monk from the Bezaklik cave near Turpan on the northeastern Tarim Basin rim shows clearly the 
indigenous Tocharian monk with red hair, blue eyes, and fair skin (Picture 1-15). Again, the early 
sixth century A.D. “knights with long swords” (Picture 1-15) from Kizil Buddhist caves (Picture 
1-14) in Bai-cheng county, about 70 km west of Kucha on the northern Tarim Basin rim, have light 
hair and eye color. Other frescoes (Picture 1-13), from about A.D. 700, reveal “the benefactors 
depicted as Caucasoids with blond or red hair...the women wear tight bodices over long flowing 
skirts.” “...the figures are identified as the nobility of the people who left us the Tocharian 
documents.” 

52 Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 24. 

53 Ibid., 24, 172-175. 


31 








These indigenous Aryan Indo-Europeans Tocharians were highly respected women, showing 
confidence and elegance in their portraits. While traveling in the Western Regions, Zhang Qian as 
a Han-Chinese was impressed by such a culture. It is recorded in Shi-ji that people there “highly 
respect women. What the wife says, the husband strictly follows.” That indeed surprised the Han- 
Chinese who by then had been influenced by male-oriented Confucianism. 

The Scythians and the Tocharians Merge into One People 

Beginning in the sixth and seventh centuries B.C., i.e., the late Bronze, the early Iron or Saka 
Age, these indigenous Aryan Indo-Europeans began to mix with the Scythian Indo-Europeans from 
the north whom the Chinese called the Sai people. Since the Bactria kingdom or Da-xia was first 
an Iranian and then a Greek colony, these residents of the kingdom’s easternmost parts successively 
adopted and preserved Outer Iranian or Persian culture from those of the Eastern Iranian language 
family and the Outer Greek culture’s prosperity from those of the Indo-European language family, 
even though these original civilizations were gradually replaced by the Buddhist culture from India. 
The changes in the designs on coins excavated by archeologists in this area are evidence of this 
process of cultural change.^'* 

Even though North Xinjiang was dominated by the Scythian Indo-Europeans, Aryan Indo- 
European tribes also lived there, for example, the Wu-sun. When Zhang Qian was pursuing the 
Yue-zhi, he met the “blue-eyed and red-bearded” Wu-sun in North Xinjiang’s Hi River-Lake 
Balkhash valley.^^ However, as I already noted, it was not until the second half of the second 
century B.C. that the Wu-sun began to migrate from Xinjiang’s southeast to the north, and only 
after the Yue-zhi and the Sai people were driven out did the Wu-sun begin to settle there. According 
to The History of Han (Han Shu), annotated by the Tang dynasty historian Yan Shi-gu, “The 
physical features of the Wu-sun in the Western Regions is most different. They look like today’s 
blue-eyed and red-bearded Hu. The Wu-sun were their ancestors.” This statement shows that even 
though they were both Indo-Europeans, the Wu-sun and Yue-zhi peoples looked different from each 
other. As I stressed in the previous analysis, the Yue-zhi and the Scythian Indo-Europeans in North 
Xinjiang fell into the category of black-haired, brown-eyed Southern European Caucasians, while 
the Wu-sun, the indigenous people of the Tarim Basin oases and the Da-xia area of South Xinjiang 
belonged to the blonde or red-haired, blue-eyed Aryan Indo-Europeans. 

Han dynasty history books also provide some additional proof. History of Han: Western 
Regions records: “Northwest of Shu-le or Kashgar, i.e. Xiu-xun and Juan-du states, they are all 
Sai (Saka) people.” History of Han (Xiu-xun State) declares that in this state west of the Congling 
or Pamirs, the inhabitants’ “cultural customs and clothing are the same as the Wu-sun’s, and they 
live by water and grass because of their livestock. They are the ancient Sai people.” In History 
of Han (Juan-du State) is written: “Juan-du, north of Shu-le and located 300 li northwest of Da- 
yuan, borders the Wu-sun on the north. Their clothing is like that of the Wu-sun, and they also live 
beside water and grass and the Congling. They are originally Sai people.” The regions northwest 
and southwest of Kashgar/Shu-le originally belonged to the Greco-Bactria kingdom, and were 
filled with ethnic groups similar to the Wu-sun in culture and clothing, for they were all Aryan 
Indo-Europeans. Advancing northward, there was more cultural influence from the Scythian Indo- 
Europeans, especially after the conquest and establishing of their state by the Yue-zhi. By this time, 
the Wu-sun had defeated the Yue-zhi and taken over their land along the Hi River. Therefore, Juan- 
du, which bordered Wu-sun on the south, except for its clothing, was less similar to Wu-sun than 
the Xiu-xun state which was further south. 
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In 1978, with the help of a local Uyghur Imit, Chinese archaeologist Wang Bing-hua discovered 
the Kizilchoka ancient cemetery near Kumul and by 1991 had excavated 113 graves/*’ In 1998, 
Victor Mair, along with Chinese and other international scholars, traveled to this very early burial 
ground to do further research and writing. Once again he was astonished, even “awed by the 
sight of the bodies...preserved for over three millennia,” and how “they are clearly of Caucasoid/ 
Europoid extraction (long noses, deep-set eyes, blondish, light-brown or red hair, and so forth).”^^ 
Based on DNA testing, the Xinjiang mummies’ closest genetic relationship is with Europeans, 
although some are more typically European than others.^* 

In the Kumul region on the northern slope of the Tianshan Mountains in Kokturak (Lan-zhou- 
wan-zi), were also found Caucasoid human remains.^** The Kumul area or Khaml in Mongolian, 
originally belonged to the Wu-sun. After expelling the Yue-zhi, the Xiong-nu defeated and colonized 
the Wu-sun. The Uyghur name of Kumul, matches the pronunciation of Kumul, the Wu-sun prince, 
adopted by the Xiong-nu king. Therefore, the Caucasoid human remains in this area should be both 
Northern and Southern European. Towards the end of 2010 and the beginning of 2011, two large 
cemeteries, which date about 3000 years ago, were found in He-jing county about 100 km south 
of Kumul city on the southern slope of the Tianshan Mountains and the northern rim of the Tarim 
Basin.Ongoing and future excavations surely will collect more proof and new information for 
racial-ethnic anthropology. 

Before the Hun instigated the great migration of the Yue-zhi and Wu-sun on the Asian plateaus, 
the three natural barriers of the magnificent Tianshan Mountains—Syr Darya River, the mighty 
Amu Darya River and the Hindu Kush-Kunlun Mountains had long protected the Aryan Indo- 
European residents of the Tarim Basin and Bactria. These barriers also considerably slowed the 
disintegration of their Outer Caucasus/Europe, Outer Iran and Outer Greek culture. Likewise the 
Qilian Altun Range in China’s Gansu province protected the Lesser Yue-zhi people until the period 
of the Mongol Genghis Khan; the Kunlun Range protected the Tibetans and their culture; and the 
Himalayas and Indian River protected the Indians and their culture. 

According to Shi-ji-Da-yuan Chronicles, the people of the Da-xia kingdom of about one 
million Aryan Indo-Europeans lived in small walled towns as did the Scythian Indo-Europeans 
in Da-yuan in the Eergana Basin. Since the Da-xia were competent businessmen, Lan-shi, their 
capital city, had an extensive market where even goods from Sichuan, China were available. The 
Da-xia soldiers were timid and incompetent warriors, which indicated that their settled culture 
was quite mature.*’^ When the Greeks under Alexander the Great conquered them, they were of 
this same opinion.® As the result of the Greco-Bactria colonization. Da-yuan and Da-xia became 
sedentary agrarian city-states, although, as Scythians, Da-yuan still passionately raised the best 
horses in the West Regions. Simultaneously, the Yue-zhi, Kang-ju, Wu-sun, and Yan-cai, were still 
wildly nomadic. However, the Yue-zhi quickly converted to the city-state style after its conquest 
of Da-xia. Whether they had sedentary or nomadic life styles, they still had similar customs. If not 
for a genocidal invasion and forced religious conversion, the culture that developed in this settled 
kingdom would have been solid. That is why Da-xia were able to assimilate the tough Scythians 
who migrated from the north as also occurred in the Tarim Basin. 

In is interesting to note that the academic community is in complete agreement concerning the 
Yue-zhi being Indo-Europeans, as have been many others over the years, including several British 
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missionaries who in the 1920s saw Caucasian indigenous people in Gansu who had the facial 
features of Mediterranean or Southern Europeans.“ Nevertheless, consideration of their Chinese 
name is of interest. The pronunciation of “Yue-zhi” in ancient Chinese literature has always been in 
dispute with some pronouncing it “rou-zhi.” The term “Europe” may have come from a Greek word 
meaning big eyes, an obvious reference to human facial features. In ancient Chinese books, the Wu- 
sun were described as having blue eyes and red beards and looking like big-eyed macaques.'’"' These 
are obviously features of Aryan Indo-Europeans or Northern Europeans. 

Then perhaps it is possible that the Chinese pronunciation of “Yue-zhi,” the people who went 
deep into Gansu, China, was “Yue-rou,” which would be based on the pronunciation of the word 
“European.” To be specific, the Yue-zhi who settled in Gansu were descendents of the Scythian 
Indo-Europeans, Southern or Mediterranean Europeans. 

ni. The Current Fate of the Scythian Homeland 

Because of Greek colonization, the Tocharian sedentary agrarian civilization of the Aryan Indo- 
Europeans in Bactria (Da-xia) in southern Central Asia and the Tarim basin in eastern central Asia 
remained far more advanced than those of the Scythian Indo-European nomadic civilization, until 
the invasion of the Turkic Uyghurs in the ninth century. The Tocharian art and writings discovered 
in South Xinjiang prove that. Today there are a very small number of typical Aryan and Scythian 
Indo-Europeans in Xinjiang, whom I saw and even met. 

Zhang Qian, Ban Chao and Gan Ying’s diplomatic mission not only marked the beginning of 
official international exchanges between China and Central Asia, western Asia and India, it also 
officially established commercial exchanges between the East and the West by utilizing the Europe- 
Asia migration route of the Indo-Europeans. As of today, this route or the Silk Road has been in use 
for more than 2,000 years. Since Zhang Qian’s trip was China’s first recorded diplomatic activity, 
all the Central Asian nationalities call the Chinese “the Han” because of the Han dynasty. This term 
“Han” is still used in Xinjiang, while the term “Chinese” is used mainly to indicate citizenship in 
China and is applied to many ethnic groups who are citizens of China. 

During the Han dynasty, the term “Western Regions” was used in a broad sense to refer to 
the area west of the Jade Gate in Gansu, including Xinjiang, Central Asia and western Asia. In a 
narrow sense, it referred to the “36 states” situated south of the Tianshan Mountains, north of the 
Kunlun Range, east of the Pamirs or Congling, i.e., mainly South Xinjiang.*’^ Before the founding 
of the People’s Republic of China in 1949, academia outside of China sometimes called Xinjiang 
“Turkestan,”'’'’ meaning it was a place of Turks. Sometimes South Xinjiang was called “East 
Turkestan,” because most of the ethnic groups in Central Asia were of Turkic ethnicity. Historically, 
during the Chinese Sui and the Tang dynasties there existed the Eastern Turkic Khanate and the 
Western Turkic Khanate, the Eastern Hui-gu or Uyghur Khanate and the Western Hui-gu or Uyghur 
Khanate. Since the Xinjiang Turkic ethnic group was farther east, it was called the East Turkic 
nationality and “stan” means area. Therefore, before 1949, foreign academics, especially Christian 
missiologists, also called Xinjiang “Chinese Turkestan.” 

According to some non-Chinese sources, in the I9th century and the first half of the 20th 
century, people called the then Kokand Islamic kingdom to the west of Kashgar in South Xinjiang, 
today’s Uzbekistan, West Andidjani.*’^ This is understandable in as much as the languages were 


63 Mildred Cable &c Francesca French, Through Jade Gate and Central Asia, an Account of Journeys in Kansu, 
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64 Mallory and Mair, The Tarim Mummies, 93. 

65 Gao, Ethnic Religions, 1. 

66 Ibid., 5. 

67 Richard Schafer, A Muslim Became a Christian, trans., John Bechard (Hertford, England: Author Online, 2002), 
79-80. 
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similar,'’* and Kashgar or the entire southern part of Xinjiang was called “East Turkestan,” 
although the name had no relationship to Turkey. After 1949, the name “Xinjiang Province” in 
use since the Qing dynasty remained unchanged until September 30, 1955, when it was given its 
present name, the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region. 

It is interesting to note that, when the academic community, particularly in the West, talks 
about the ancient kingdoms of Central Asia, especially Sogdiana or Su-te and Bactria or Da- 
xia, it does not usually include South Xinjiang. Instead, Afghanistan is defined as the ancient 
eastern boundary, but this is a misunderstanding. Because of the natural barrier formed by the 
Pamirs-Karakoram Range and the Hindu Kush Mountains, people tend to think of them as the 
boundary. However, the ancient Silk Road went from the southwestern Tarim Basin and entered 
India and Central Asia respectively, largely because of two mountain passes’ favorable conditions, 
the Uzbel Pass towards Uzbekistan and the Khunjerab Pass towards Pakistan. To those ancient 
nomadic tribes, the beautiful oases in South Xinjiang had an irresistible lure, providing as it did a 
safe paradise. According to Western missionaries, the Tarim Basin oases were still flourishing up 
until the 1950s. Later, its natural ecology was seriously damaged by the Communist Han-Chinese 
government, in particular, by reservoir construction that stopped the water flow into the lower 
Tarim River, causing the rapid deterioration of the Tarim Basin environment. 

Conclusion 

Therefore, the present writer concurs with some Chinese and foreign scholars who believe 
that the ancient Silk Road first came into existence as a result of the expanded route taken by 
Western Caucasians migrating eastward into Xinjiang.In the past thirty years the discovery 
and analysis of a large number of Western Caucasian mummies from the Tarim Basin have 
proven both anthropologically and archaeologically that both South Xinjiang and Da-xia to its 
west belonged to the same cultural racial-ethnic area. This view is indirectly though strongly 
supported by the research of Victor H. Mair, an eminent American Sinologist and an expert on 
Indo-European language, history, and culture, as well as by other scholars.^® Eor instance, the 

maps drawn by Mair of the Kushan kingdom and the 
Hephthalite empire including Da-xia incorporated 
the western half of the Tarim Basin with Yu-tian or 
today’s Hotan.^^ 

Eurthermore, on maps drawn by Iranian 
historians, the easternmost reach of the Persian 
Sassanid Empire (A.D. 224-651) includes Kashgar. 

It is worthy to note, that from the Sassanid Empire, 
Persia started using the name of Iran (erdn), which 
derived from an ancient Iranian term arydndm, 
meaning Aryan land(s).^* In Great Tang Records on 
the Western Regions, the Tang Buddhist describes 
the old site of Tu-huo-luo (Tocharian) State as being 
400 li east of Nirang (Niya) city. (See Picture 1-16.)^" 
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1-16 About 2,000 years ago Niya-Jing-jue ruins on 
the Silk Road in today’s Min-feng county of Xinjiang 
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Wang Guo-wei in his Xi-hu research asserts that, according to Tang dynasty material, the Tu-huo- 
luo State was located between Qiemo (Charchan) and Yu-tian (Hotan) and that location matches 
the one recorded in the Zhou and Qin dynasties. In fact, for anyone coming from the west, arriving 
in Kashgar meant arriving in a Tarim Basin’s oasis. This was the paradise where the nomadic tribes 
galloped about, hunting game and fighting each other and moves the final empire and eventual 
resting place of the colorful Scythians, feared by Rome and immortalized by Paul’s statement of 
equality in Christ in his letter to the church at Colossae 3:11. 

Mark Chuanhang Shan, from the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region of China, has written a number of books and 
articles, including History of Christianity in Xinjiang China (Boston: Chinese Christian Theological Association, 2009). He 
has a MAR from Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary and a STM from Boston University, School of Theology. 


Christianity and Civil Society in China 

Christian Ethics is Transforming Citizenship Rights and Church-State Relations 
in China through Invisible and Unstructured Church Communities 

Mark Chuanhang Shan (2012) 


Christianity is promoting citizenship rights 
in China today primarily through invisible and 
unstructured church communities. Through the 
pastoral regions' culture based on "justice- and 
love-centered Christian ethics," churches and 
Christians are holding fast to their faith ideology 
and its application principles, not giving up 
meeting and worshiping together, popularizing 
the model of using the law to defend their 
rights, and influencing church and society. 

This model has pushed forward the 
development of civil society in China and 
facilitated the birth of a new form of church- 
state relations. To sum up, the model of a 
constitutional citizenship society and church-state relations, an institutional cultural 
capital borrowed from the West, is being contextualized in China in a positive way 
through Christianity's "new culture movement," and it will avoid the situation that 
exists in the modern Western model of a civil society from which a code of ethics is 
absent. 

As we look to the future, if the 21st century is China's century, then the beginning 
of a new historical era of Christian political civilization is imminent. 
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A Prelude to Judgment: The Beelzebul Episode (Mark 3:20-35) and Its 
Significance for Evangelistic Social Action 


Chip M. Anderson 

“We live in enemy-occupied territory, not neutral ground. As long as no effort is 
made to proclaim the gospel throughout the city, the devil may even come to church 
and make a substantial contribution. But when signs of community appear in a 
deteriorating neighborhood, the beast is roused. His bulldozer engines roar.” 

~ Rev. Henry K. Yordon 

Some Bible stories seem to elicit more questions than offer answers. The Beelzebul episode 
depicted in the Gospel of Mark (3:20-35) is one of these stories. The fear of having “blasphemed 
the Holy Spirit” has plagued conscientious Christians throughout church history. The harshness of 
the warning that such offense is unpardonable worries many well intentioned believers. More often 
than not, a pastoral answer comes to reassure doubting Christians that they are not candidates to 
have committed the unpardonable sin, that is, if they are concerned about it. In other words, those 
concerned about blaspheming the Holy Spirit are not in danger of committing the unpardonable 
sin. As such, the meaning of the text is resolved—it has no bearing for the Christian and now can 
safely be ignored, passed over. It applies to someone else. Application trumps interpretation. The 
problem of a difficult Bible passage is solved: the text is for others who are not bothered about 
blaspheming the Holy Spirit. 

To lessen the difficulty the Beelzebul controversy creates, the text is too often narrowed 
down to the individual, relegated to the vagueness of introspection, and subjected to a privatized 
application (or ignored at the personal level “since it doesn’t apply to me”). Granted, applying 
Scripture at the personal level is a needed discipline, but there are times when interpretation is 
confused with application. Personal application is often leveraged to lift out an interpretation of 
a text. This is a flawed, backward method for determining a text’s meaning. Thus, the value of the 
warning against blaspheming the Holy Spirit is often eclipsed by pastoral counsel and by privatized 
application rather than seeking the significance of the Beelzebul episode through its role in Mark’s 
Gospel and by his narrative choices. Whatever the meaning of this tension-filled text, it should 
further develop the content of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God (Mark 1:1) and it should 
form the church community by this gospel. 

The intent of this article is to move away from privatized application and demonstrate that the 
Mark 3 Beelzebul episode (Mark 3:20-35) continues the programmatic content already established 
in the Gospel, and, thus, to show that the episode’s contextual significance should include social 
action outcomes as a component of the church’s task of evangelism. Such a direction on this line of 
application (i.e., social action outcomes) is admittedly, not at first apparent. However, in supporting 
this thesis, the article will develop the following areas: establish a framework to rehear the text; 
identify narrative clues that give the episode its contextual significance; establish the programmatic 
connection to Mark’s underlying Old Testament foundation; and, finally, examine how the 
significance of the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit-warning encourages the church to include social 
action as a component of its evangelistic activities. 

ReHearing the Beelzebul Episode 

Before starting a discussion on this most difficult and perplexing text (Mark 3:20-35), it is 
good to ask. How should we listen to this text? We all hear biblical texts and, especially, Bible 


37 


stories with some level of noise (e.g., preconceived notions, personal religious experience, political 
and social awareness, etc.)- So, determining upfront what is needed to listen well seems rather 
reasonable and fair. As mentioned, many seem to focus pastorally on the text, or through a priori 
application to determine the personal meaning of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit.^ There is good 
reason to move beyond the narrow, privatized readings and to listen at the social level for God’s 
voice through this thorny episode. For even at the end of the Gospel, Pilate, Caesar’s surrogate 
over the province of Judaea, recognized a social reason for the Jewish leadership’s desire to destroy 
Jesus: For he was aware that the chief priests had handed Him over because of envy (Mark 15:10).^ 

Preventing a Narrow, Privatized Application through a Sociological Imagination 

A social perspective or framework is often avoided by conservative Christians as a means 
to explain the work of God in the world and, as well, as a means to understand humankind’s 
interactions with each other—the good, the bad, and the mysterious. Christians can lack what 
C. W. Mills called a “sociological imagination,”^ which can limit hearing the intent of a biblical 
text or story. Such a lack can deter from hearing social-centered texts of Scripture, such as Mark’s 
Beelzebul episode. In other words, a consequence of the conservative Christian community’s 
aversion to sociological models for understanding the world can cause one to overlook or ignore 
the sociological significance of biblical texts, particularly narrative texts crafted with specific social 
locations and social contexts that instruct (and, in this case, warn) its readers/listeners. The lack of 
a sociological imagination in the interpretative process can block the observation of valid social 
constructs and, as well, prohibit hearing the discourse voice between the author and audience 
that might help to unlock a text’s meaning, particularly when the setting of the text is inherently 
and obviously social. A sociological imagination can provide the ability to see how social groups 
interact and influence each other. In the case of the Mark 3 Beelzebul episode, the power of a 
sociological imagination will connect us to the social value of the controversy story and, as a result, 
help provide a potential range for applying the significance of the story. 

Like the subsequent parable of the Sower who sows the seed/word (Mark 4:1-8, 14-20), the 
Beelzebul episode comes to us, not as a syllogistic argument, but as a carefully placed episode 
within a larger story. A sociological imagination helps us listen to the biography in the Beelzebul 
episode as it relates to the whole Gospel narrative, offering context to understand properly why 
the characters in the episode act and think as they do, and then to connect that biography to our 
own story to explain why we act and think as we do.^ We should not ignore the social aspect that is 
embedded into the very fabric of the text, which offers clues to Mark’s meaning and its significance 
for us who stand before this rather difficult, bothersome text. 

Shaming the Readers into Listening Well 

Commentators have noted a social convention of shame/honor has been integrated into 
Mark’s Beelzebul episode and its wider context. In the first century, a person’s honor rating was 

1 See Graham A. Cole, Engaging with the Holy Spirit: Real Questions, Practical Answers (Wheaton: Crossway, 2007) 
for a review of the typical interpretative options and choices for application. 

2 All Scripture references, unless otherwise indicated, are quoted from the New American Standard Bible, 1995. 

3 Richard Perkin, Looking Both Ways: Exploring the Interface Between Christianity and Sociology (Grand Rapids: 
Baker, 1987), 130; also, Anna Leon-Gurrero, Social Problems: Community, Policy, and Social Action (Thousand Oaks: Pine 
Forge, 2005), 2; C. W. Mills, The Sociological Imagination (New York: Oxford University Press, 1959). 

4 Employing a sociological imagination in the interpretative process is similar to what Abraham Kuruvilla calls “the 
two rules” needed for developing the world “in front of the text” that culminates “in application for the reader” {Text to 
Praxis: Hermeneutics and Homiletics in Dialogue [London: T and T Clark, 2009], 72): 1) the Rule of Plot that “prepares the 
interpreter of biblical narrative to attend to the structured sequence of events emplotted in the text, in order to apprehend 
the world projected by that text” (73) and 2) the Rule of Interaction that “directs the interpreter of biblical narrative to 
attend to the interpersonal transactions of the characters as represented therein, in order to apprehend the world projected 
by the text” (75). 

5 “Without a sociological imagination, which links biography to history, our efforts to understand properly who we 
are—that is, why we act and think as we do—are substantially handicapped” (Perkins, Looking Both Ways, 134). 
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everything, allowing a person a higher public trust, more righteous status, and more powerful 
social standing/ What is at stake was the honor of the Jerusalem scribes (3:22), of Jesus’ family 
(3:31), of Jesus’ associates (3:21), and of Jesus. The scribes sought to devalue Jesus’ honor through 
shaming him publically. The question is, however, what is Mark attempting to do to his readersi 
listeners^ The social convention of shame/honor fits Mark’s narrative elsewhere, being implied or 
claimed in numerous texts and episodes throughout his Gospel.^ However, it is the reader/listener 
who is being addressed. Mark seems to harness the same cultural convention, directing it toward 
his audience, since hearers are also being shamed into obedience, for they, too, are warned that 
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is unpardonable {whoever blasphemes, 3:29a). This was not 
simply a problem for the scribes who will “destroy” Jesus (Mark 3:6; cf. 11:18). Ultimately, it is the 
Christian community’s problem, as well, for they, as well, must determine Jesus’ honor rating and 
demonstrate loyalty by doing the will of God as his true family (Mark 3:35). 

Biblically, shame is not psychology; it hints at a state of affairs or politics,* indicating the status 
of one’s covenant relationship with Yahweh, the Creator-God of the Bible. Shame is the way back 
to creation as it should be under God’s rule, a restoration of life and community under God’s 
covenant. The use of shame in the Old Testament can be seen through texts such as penitential 
prayers that indicate repentance, creating a personal, group, or national “narrative repair” of a 
sad state of affairs or of an open rebellion against God, indicating that the ones shamed have 
discovered that they are too closely identified with the destructive patterns of those opposed to 
God’s reign and covenant. This shame is intended to provoke a return to creation as it should be, or 
to covenantal obedience that honors God and his rulership (i.e., his kingdom).’ 

We assume the scribes actually believed Jesus to be demon-possessed and in league with 
Satan and not simply using a public relations ploy (which actually seems as likely) to guarantee 
a malevolent outcome.^® The text only tells us they accused Jesus of such (and people never make 
false allegations to malign others in order to lower their public honor and status—right?). We are 
left to determine motive from the context. Mark gives us hints that the Jewish leadership were 
afraid of Jesus because the whole crowd was astonished at His teaching (11:18) and through Pilate’s 
assertion that religious leaders had brought Jesus to trial out of envy (15:10). Mark’s Beelzebul 
episode is a culmination of several public, confrontational interactions between Jesus and Jewish 
leadership (2:l-3:6). The shame/honor significance is then further sustained through the interaction 
Jesus has with his own disciples and followers, specifically at those points in the narrative where 
they are perilously close to falling under the same judgment as the Jewish leadership (Mark 6:51- 
52; 8:16-21; cf. 8:34-38; 16:14). 

Narrative Clues to Understand the Role of the Beelzebul Controversy 

The Beelzebul controversy is the culmination of a contiguous thread of conflict stories between 
Jesus and Jewish leadership (2:l-3:6) and is set within a Markan intercalation (3:20-35), typically 
referred to as a “sandwich.”” Mark often inserts “an event or narrative” between lines or accounts 


6 David M. May, “Mark 3:20-35 from the Perspective of Shame/Honor,” BTB 17 (1987): 83-87. 

7 May cites 1:40; 5:22; 10:17; 15:19; 6:4; 6:14-29; 7:9-13; 10:35^5; 3:28; 8:12; 9:1,41; 10:15, 29; 11:23; 12:43; 
13:30; 14:9, 18, 25, 30.1 include the widow vs. the duplicitous scribes episode (12:38-44), the interaction between the 
religious leaders and Jesus during the trial scenes (14:53-65), and the episode of Peter’s denial (14:66-72). 

8 Daniel L. Smith-Christopher, A Biblical Theology of Exile (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 120-121. 

9 Ibid., 120: “. . . statements of shame serve an important function, though not in the contemporary sense of 
‘spiritually cleansing,’ nor are they associated with some psychological view of necessary penitence. To miss the social 
significance of a litany of shame is to miss much of the integrative and transformative function of these prayers. In these 
prayers, ‘our shame’ is associated with too closely identifying with a past that was destructive.’’'’ 

10 The scribes’ accusations concerning Jesus and Beelzebul is a ploy to accomplish what is proposed earlier, namely 
to “destroy” Jesus (Mark 3:6). This is affirmed by the same basic accusation of blasphemy at the trial scenes, which lead to 
Jesus’ actual “destruction” (Mark 14-15). 

11 James R. Edwards, “Markan Sandwiches: The Significance of Interpolations in the Markan Narratives,” NovT 
XXXI, 3 (1989): 193-216; also Ben Witherington, The Gospel of Mark: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: 
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in order to heighten “the tension” or to draw attention to a “significant parallel or contrast.”^^ A 
closer examination of the Mark 3 sandwich^^ and its relationship to the Mark 2-3 conflict thread 
and the wider narrative offer clues to understand the significance of the Beelzebul controversy, 
Mark’s first sandwich.*'* 

The Mark 3 Sandwich-A^-B-A^ (3:20-35) 

The Mark 3 sandwich is crafted with corresponding outer components (A*, A^) and a middle 
section (B) comprised of what is often referred to as the “Beelzebul controversy.”*^ Most focus on 
“family” (A*, A^) and the Beelzebul episode (B) to frame this sandwich, which is generally described 
in the following manner: 


A.* Family (vv. 20-21) 

B. Beelzebul Controversy (vv. 22-30) 
A." Family (vv. 31-35) 


However, there are other indicators suggesting a different frame, offering clues to the 
significance of the blasphemy warning and its potential range for application. 

Although most acknowledge there is some ambiguity, whether it is Jesus’ “family” (3:21) that 
approaches him in the first component (A*), most recognize the analogous content in the outer 
components (A*, A^). Some take the phrase “His own people” (NASB) in A* to be Jesus’ family 
because the sandwich determines such, for “family” is clearly referenced in A^. The shock of hearing 
that Jesus’ family members were in direct conflict with Jesus, as were the scribes (B), has astounded 
commentators. This so-called family conflict is “so lacking in reverence both for Jesus and for 
his family that it is not surprising to see alternatives proposed” in variant readings for this text.*® 
However, the correspondence in the outer A components offer a different direction, focusing rather 
on the imprecise identity of the characters. 

In 3:21, Mark simply indicates that the ones beside Him went out to take custody of Him3^ 

The referent for the phrase the ones beside Him is ambiguous, leaving room for disagreements 
among commentators and Bible translations. The identity of the ones beside Him could be 
understood as “associates, kin, or followers as well as friends or family.”*® Translations offer a 
range, but mostly attempt to identify Jesus’ family as the referent (e.g., ESV, Good News, NIV, 
Phillips, TNIV). The NASB attempts Mark’s vagueness by translating the phrase as his own people 
and the KJV and ASV offer his friends. Guelich remarks strongly, “Mark 3:31 makes clear that 
Jesus’ ‘family’ is the subject of 3:21.”*** The “family” parallel only seems apparent because “family” 
in the later component (A^) is clear; however, the family is identified for comparison to those 
who are truly Jesus’ family (vv. 34-35). The Greek, hoi par ’autou (v. 21), is vague and perhaps 
intentionally so. The phrase simply means the ones beside Him (or the ones near Him) and, as 

Eerdmans, 2001), 153. 

12 William L. Lane, The Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 137; Witherington, The Gospel of Mark, 

153. 

13 The “Mark 3 sandwich” refers to Mark 3:20-35 throughout this article. 

14 Markan sandwiches: 3:20-35; 4:1-20; 5:21-43; 6:7-30; 11:12-21; 14:1-11; 14:17-31; 14:53-72; 15:40-16:8. 

15 The “Beelzebul controversy” component of the Mark 3 sandwich is found in 3:22-30. When reference is made to 
the “Beelzebul Episode,” the full sandwich is implied (3:20-35). 

16 R. T. Erance, The Gospel of Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 165; Witherington, The Gospel of Mark, 154. 

17 The ambiguous hoi par’ autou (3:21a) causes the debate. It may be woodenly translated as “the ones beside Him” 
(used throughout the remainder of this article). 

18 James R. Edwards, The Gospel According to Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 118. 

19 Robert A. Guelich, Mark 1-8:26 (WBC 34a: Dallas: Word, 1989), 172; France, The Gospel of Mark, 167; 
Witherington, The Gospel of Mark, 154, fn. 28. 
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Edwards points out, “appears to be a calculated ambiguity.”^® Although “family” can be included 
in the ones beside Him, it seems Mark intentionally leaves the group unidentified, suggesting that 
whoever is taking the action toward Jesus in the first slice “is not entirely clear.”^* Furthermore, 
in A' the ambiguous nature of the ones beside Him who went out(side) (exelthon, v. 21b) could be 
juxtaposed with the ambiguous nature of those who are around Him (tousperi auton, v. 34a) inside 
the house in A^. 

There is, however, another indicator in the text that is clear, offering a more likely parallel in 
the outer A components. Although the reference to a crowd has a vague quality to it, the reference 
to crowd in the outer A components is, indeed, clear (vv. 20, 32). Herein lies a key to deciphering 
the sandwich: The crowd that had gathered in A^ are, in the concluding component (A^), identified 
as being “inside” (around \peri\) Jesus, who implies they are his true family as long as they do the 
will of God (v. 35). Besides, the scene set in A* seems to suggest that the ones beside Him were 
inside, but went outside (exHthon) to take custody of Jesus (3:21); whereas in A^, his family is stated 
as already being outside the house (echd, vv. 31, 32) and Jesus inside. If the latter outer component 
(A^) is used to clarify or interpret the first, it is not “the family” to which our attention is drawn, 
but to the crowd. The bookends of the sandwich are the crowd who gathered at the onset and then 
are inside the house in the end.“ 

As noted in A*, the crowd and the ones beside Him are ambiguous; yet, the scene in the first 
slice is clearly of those who were inside and then are outside. In A^ a crowd gathers at another 
Jesus-event, apparently causing congestion at the house (for there was no room to even eat a meal, 

V. 20a); then, in A^ the crowd is inside (vv. 32). In A\ the ones beside Him are inside, but went 
out(side) (exelthon) to take custody of Jesus (v. 21); meanwhile, in component A^ Jesus’ maternal 
family is clearly identified as being outside (echd, vv. 31, 32), while a crowd is clearly inside sitting 
around Him (ekatheto peri auton, v. 32). Jesus’ true family is identified as inside, sitting around Him 
(v. 34), and finally, at the close of the sandwich, those who do God’s will are inside (v. 35). Mark’s 
choice of words, juxtapositions, locations, and the two outer scenes (vv. 20-21; vv. 31-35) suggests 
that A* and A^ are about outsiders and insiders. 

Mark frames the Beelzebul controversy by sandwiching the episode between “outsider-insider 
matters” rather than “family matters.” Framing it this way relieves the interpreter from straining the 
ambiguous nature of the Greek and allows the ambiguity of the players and their outsider-insider 
status in the scenes to speak. 

The focus in the B component is not on “Beelzebul,” but rather on the contest between the 
strongman and the Stronger Man. This corresponds to the outer slices: there are those who attempt 
to take custody of Jesus (A^, v. 21) and those who seek to control him (A^, v. 32); whereas, in the 
middle component (B), Jesus-the Stronger Man binds the strongman-Satan (v. 27) and “frees his 
captives to become followers of the strong Son of God,”^'* turning outsiders into insiders. The focus 
in the B component on the strongman vs. the Stronger Man follows Mark’s narrative elsewhere. 
This fits the introductory and programmatic content of Mark’s Gospel first initiated in the desert 
confrontation between Satan-the strongman and Jesus-the Stronger Man (1:7) and, then, confirmed 
through multiple exorcisms (1:21-27, 32; 5:1-20; 6:7, 13; 7:26-30; 9:14-29, 38-41; cf. 8:33; 

16:9), a demonstration that Jesus-the Stronger Man overtaking Satan-the strongman’s dominion/ 
house (cf. 3:23-27).“ 

20 Edwards, The Gospel, 118. 

21 Ibid.; also, Howard Clark Kee, Miracle in the Early Christian World: A Study in Sociohistorical Method (New 
Haven; Yale University Press, 1983), 162. 

22 Edwards, The Gospel, 117. 

23 Donald H. Juel, A Master of Surprise: Mark Interpreted (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), 72. 

24 Edwards, The Gospel, 117. 

25 Rikki E. Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus in Mark (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1997), 146; also Watts, referring to R. 
Leivestad, underscores that “each exorcism” was “an instance of binding and plundering” (Christ the Conqueror ILondon: 
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The parables Jesus employs in the Mark 3 sandwich (vv. 23-27) are not so much to answer the 
false accusations of the scribes that Jesus has a demon and is in cahoots with Satan (v. 22), but to 
render judgment on those who are outside (cf. Mark 4:11-12). The parables mirror Jesus’ ministry 
activity: decisive actions that demonstrate that the strongman’s house/dominion will not stand 
and that a Stronger Man has arrived to deliver those made captive by the strongman. The scribes 
come to the battle with false accusations to shame Jesus; armed with parables of judgment, Jesus 
presents the Good News that Satan-the strongman’s house/kingdom will fall and that the Stronger 
Man is now conquering enemy territory.^^ The scribes stand outside-, those benefiting from the 
Stronger Man’s action against Satan are freed to be insiders. Thus, the Mark 3 sandwich is better, 
contextually, framed in the following manner: 

A.' Outsider-insider (vv. 20-21) 

B. Strongman vs. Stronger Man (vv. 22-30) 

A.^ Outsider-insider (vv. 31-35) 

Framed this way, the Mark 3 sandwich is the gospel. This should not surprise the reader/ 
listener, for the overall purpose of the sandwich technique is to underscore “major motifs” in 
Mark’s Gospel.Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, then, is tantamount to a warning against being 
on the outside rather than the inside of the kingdom and, thus, of course, unpardonable (cf. 3:31- 
35; 4:10-12). 

Thread of Accusation and Plotting 

The social setting implied by the sandwich invites us to consider the confrontations between 
Jesus and Jewish leadership, that is, the thread of accusation and eventual plotting that precedes our 
text. Mark 2:1-3:6 is wholly built on a thread of five uninterrupted confrontation stories (2:1-12; 
2:13-17; 2:18-22; 2:23-28; 3:1-6) and concludes with the religious and political leaders plotting 
how they might destroy Jesus (3:6).^* Thus, both the particulars of 3:20-35 and the larger narrative 
thread offer clues for understanding the outsider-insider—strongman vs. Stronger Man sandwich. 

Mark 1:21-28. The prelude to the confrontation episodes and the inaugural ministry-event 
launched at the onset of the Galilean mission, Mark 1:21-28, depicts a clash between Jesus and 
an unclean spiriP^ that he casts out, the very activity that is turned against him, giving rise to the 
Beelzebul accusations (3:22). The scene informs us that Jesus teaches as having authority, and not 
as the scribes (v. 22), setting up the forthcoming conflict thread (2:l-3:6) that focuses on Jesus’ 
authority in stark contrast to Jewish leadership. Four important elements in this inaugural ministry- 
event are programmatic for the following conflict thread and for hearing (better) the Mark 3 
sandwich. 

First, Jesus’ authority is contrasted with that of the scribes (1:22). The actual teaching is not 
revealed, which focuses the reader/listener on the issue of Jesus’ authority verses the scribes’ (v. 22) 
and not upon the content of the teaching.^® Second, the affirmation of Jesus’ authority is juxtaposed 

SPCK, 1954], 46ff.). 

26 The first result of sown “wasted seed” {Mark 4:1-8, 13-20) and of the mustard-bush invading the garden (4:3-32), 
the Mark 5 “casting” episode ironically depicts Satan’s army destroying itself (as Jesus foretold, 3:24-26): the demonic- 
legion entered the herd of pigs and threw themselves off a bank into the watery grave (5:10-13). 

27 Edwards, “Markan Sandwiches.” 

28 Including the Mark 3 sandwich, of the sixty-three verses found in chapters 2-3, fifty verses (or 79 percent) are 
given to conflict stories, taking up overwhelming space given to this leg of the Galilean mission. Note Edwards, “Markan 
Sandwiches”; Lane, The Gospel of Mark,, 137; Witherington, The Gospel of Mark,, 153. 

29 The phrase “unclean spirit” is used significantly in Mark (1:23, 26, 27; 3:11, 30; 5:2, 8, 13; 7:25; 9:25); the 
apostles are given authority over “unclean spirits” (6:7); also an underlying social location—the public place where Jesus’ 
authority is revealed and the place of demonic casting happened in a sacred social location (a synagogue) and during a 
sacred time (the Sabbath). 

30 The content is presumed from Mark 1:14-15: N.otv after ]ohn had been taken into custody, Jesus came into 
Galilee, preaching the gospel of God, and saying, “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand; repent and 
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immediately with his first confrontation with a demon (1:23-26). The synagogue attendees witness 
the rebuke (v. 25) and recognized the casting out of the unclean spirit (v. 26) as a new teaching (v. 

27) , namely Jesus commands Satan’s minions and they obey (v. 27). As they were amazed (ekplesso) 
at his teaching (v. 22), so they were amazed (thambo) at the casting out of the demon (v. 27).^^ The 
link is made clear by identifying the miracle of exorcism as a new teaching with authority (v. 27b). 
Jesus’ authority was on public display in the action of casting out the demon, which is the content 
of the teaching that was contrasted publically with the authority of the scribes. 

Although Joel Marcus finds it unclear if the kai (even) in 1:27 includes the ordering of the 
unclean spirit to obey, the question (What is this?) that follows the miracle implies one singular 
reference (toiito, this), signifying an intentional seamless thought between teaching and miracle. 
Additionally, the closest connection to the crowd’s amazement is Jesus rebuking the unclean spirit 
(v. 26). The new teaching underscores the eschatological significance that Jesus has begun taking 
over Satan’s domain, a campaign which was inaugurated at the desert confrontation (1:12-13) and 
announced in Jesus’ mission summary (1:14-15).^^ This is affirmed by Jesus conferring his own 
authority on his “sent ones” to preach and to cast out demons (3:14-15; 6:7-12). 

Third, the unclean spirit knows this was an eschatological battle with Jesus. This is understood 
when the demon cites Jesus’ name (the Holy One of God, 1:24c), indicating an attempt to have 
“mastery over” him.Also, the terminology used, I know who you are (1:24; cf. 3:11), suggests 
a battle context, for this was a common Old Testament formula “within the context of combat 
or judgment.”^^ Fourth, like the Markan outsider-insider sandwich, people sought control over 
Jesus. Later, after the news about Jesus spread everywhere throughout the district of Galilee (v. 

28) , the disciples inform Jesus that everyone is looking (zeteo) for him (v. 37). Mark uses zeted 
(seek, translated looking in the NASB) exclusively as a negative term. There is no reason to suggest 
otherwise here. Edwards rightly points out that seeking “connotes an attempt to determine and 
control rather than to submit and follow.”^*’This is significant, for the “seeking to control” comes 
on the heels of a demonstration of Jesus’ power over Satan’s realm, which is paralleled in the Mark 
3 outsider-insider sandwich, in which some went out(sidc) (exelthon, 3:21b) to attempt to take 
custody of Jesus (3:21) and Jesus’ family members, who were outside (3:31, 32), seek (zHeo, looking 
NASB) him (3:32). 

Any interpretation of the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit in Mark 3 must take into 
consideration this inaugural ministry-event, since there are obvious associations to the outsider- 
insider—strongman vs. Stronger Man sandwich. The inaugural ministry-event sets the stage, 
offering a programmatic framework for the following confrontations between Jesus and Jewish 
leaders. Howard Kee insightfully points out that the defeat of an unclean spirit is “the first of Jesus’ 
actions to be reported” and, thus, “is paradigmatic for the Gospel as a whole.”^^ Mark 1:21-28 is 
the “mission” of Jesus, which is characterized by both Jesus’ “word and deed” (i.e., teaching and 
casting/miracles) that are publically affirmed and contrasted with Jewish leadership. 


believe in the gospel.” This is the word (i.e., teaching) sown by the Master Sower (Mark 4:1-10, 13-20). It is the word Jesus 
speaks to the gathered in the first conflict episode (2:2). 

31 Note other amazedlastonished/awed texts in Mark: 6:2; 7:37; 10:24, 26, 32; 11:18. 

32 Marcus, Mar^ 1-S, 189. 

33 Note Guelich, Mark 1-8:26, 58-59; see my “ ‘You Will Appear as Fishers’ (Mark 1:17): Disciples as Agents of 
Judgment,” Africanus Journal, Vol. 5, No. 1 (Spring 2013): 21-36. 

34 Edwards, The Gospel, 57; Marcus, Mark 1-8, 193. 

35 Lane {Mark, 73) notes use in the LXX: Judg 11:12; 2 Sam 16:10; 19:22; 1 Kgs 17:18; 2 Kgs 3:13; 2 Chr 35:21; Isa 
3:15; 22:1; Jer 2:18; Hos 14:9; also Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 154. 

36 Edwards, The Gospel, 67. 

37 Kee, Miracle in the Early Christian World, 161; also John Chijoke Iwe, Jesus in the Synagogue of Capernaum: The 
Pericope and its Programmatic Character for the Gospel of Mark: An Exegetico-Theological Study of Mark 1:21-28 (Rome: 
Editrice Pontificia Universita Gregoriana, 1999), 323. 
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Mark 2:1-12. The first conflict scene of the thread is a return to the same locale as the 
inaugural ministry-event (1:29),^* signifying a continuation of Mark’s programmatic themes. Mark 
indicates there was “no longer room, not even near the door” (2:2b), implying Jesus’ growing 
public appeal, an intentional link with the outsider-Stronger Man sandwich, where the crowd also 
has no room even for a meal (3:20). Also, the gathered heard Jesus speaking the word (v. lb) that 
already has been identified as having authority, and not as the scribes (1:22). They witnessed the 
healing of the man lowered through the roof (v. 4) and were privy to the scribes’ protest concerning 
the authority to forgive sins (vv. 6-12). The gathered were all amazed and were glorifying God, 
saying, “We have never seen anything like this” (v. 12), immediately heightening the contrast to the 
scribes—an open, public shaming of the scribes in contrast to their rebuke. 

There is an interesting link to the outsider sandwich found in Mark’s use of existemi (amazed, 
2:12; lost his senses, 3:21). In 2:12, Mark used existemi (amazed) in a positive way to describe the 
crowd’s reaction to the teaching-healing event. In Mark 3:21, it was used in a pejorative manner to 
indicate Jesus was beside Himself (Y,]\), lost His senses (NASB), or out of His mind (ESV, NIV).^’ 
Mark’s choice of existemi in the Outsider-Stronger Man sandwich seems intentional. John uses 
mainomai, which clearly means gone mad or insane, for what appears to be the same accusation 
that Jesus has a demon (John 10:20; cf. Acts 26:24). Mark ties these two episodes together with 
parallel issues: people’s reactions to Jesus, the scribes’ public disapproval of Jesus, and issues of 
blasphemy and forgiveness (2:5-11; 3:28-29). Mark’s use of existemi links the public’s awareness of 
Jesus’ teaching and miracles to the conflict with Jewish established authority (Mark 2:6; 3:23-27). 
R. T. France points out that the “effect of Jesus’ words is immediate and public” and is a public 
display of Jesus’ authority “not only to heal physical illness but also a fortiori to forgive sins.”'"’ 

In Mark 2:1-12, as soon as forgiveness of sins is mentioned, “the story abruptly shifts from the 
paralytic to the scribes,”'” placing Jesus publically at odds with Jewish leadership. This suggests that 
the Mark 3 sandwich reflects the result of social embarrassment over the public shaming of Jewish 
authorities by Jesus. It puts his own people (3:21) in a precarious social place! This reinforces the 
shame/honor paradigm embedded in the Mark 3 sandwich. 

The scribes’ inner disposition is made known to the reader/listener, offering insight into 
Mark’s intentions behind the Beelzebul episode. In 2:6-8, Mark uses dialogizomai (reasoning, v. 

8) to indicate the scribes’ judgment of Jesus, a word “almost always used in a negative sense”'*^ in 
the New Testament. Mark uses this same word consistently in a similar way to describe the inner 
inclination of those who do not understand or who resist Jesus’ plans and will (Mark 8:16-18; 
9:33-34; cf. 11:31). Ironically in Mark 8:16-18, the disciples themselves reason (dialogizomai) 
as to why there is “no bread,” which drew Jesus’ rebuke regarding their inability to perceive and 
understand, eliciting from Jesus a harsh question. Do you have a hardened heart? (8:17). This 
recalls Jesus’ analysis of the Jewish leadership (3:5) and the idolatry-taunt used in the parable 
rationale (4:10-12). Later, Jesus asked his disciples, again, about their “reasoning” (dialogizomai) 
over who was the greatest (9:33-34), a deliberate contrast to the pattern of discipleship set by Jesus 
himself (If anyone wants to be first, he shall be last of all and servant of all, 9:35). This is important, 
for the significance of both 2:1-12 and 3:20-35 are ultimately for those who stand before the text. 
The readers/listeners are being shamed (i.e., offered a “narrative repair”) into obedience. 


38 Guelich, Mark 1-8:26, 84; Mark uses again {palin) “to refer to a previous place or event” (Guelich, 84); note 2:13; 
3:1, 20; 4:1; 5:21; 7:31; 8:1; 10:1, 10, 32; 11:27; Edwards, The Gospel, 98; France, The Gospel of Mark, 149. 

39 See also 2:12; 5:42; 6:51 {amazed, insane, beside one self or literally, he has stood outside)', gone mad, GNT; crazy, 
CEV; see Marcus, Mark 1-8, 271. 

40 France, The Gospel of Mark, 129; note 2 Cor 5:13-15, where Paul utilizes a similar “spiritual” logic and rationale 
for evaluating his own apostleship, using existemi, a term used of Jesus’ mental state in the Mark 3 Beelzebul sandwich, to 
describe sarcastically his own mental capacity in regards to his apostleship. 

41 Edwards, The Gospel, 77. 

42 Marcus, Mark 1-8, 216. 
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There is an ironic association between “blasphemy” and “forgiveness” found, first in this 
inaugural confrontation, then in the Mark 3 sandwich. Here, rather than healing the man—which 
is why they came and dug through the roof!—^Jesus declared, before the watching public, the 
lame man’s sins forgiven. The scribes scornfully asked. Why does this man speak that way? He 
is blaspheming; who can forgive sins but God alone? (2:7). The focus quickly turns away from 
the healing to Jesus’ authority as the Son of Man’s to forgive sins (v. 10). If the issue of Jesus’ 
authority is the basis of the conflict with Jewish leaders, this was a provocative reference for Jesus 
to make—for it further clarifies the implications of the open, public hostility between the two 
competing authorities. Darrell Bock asserts that the “offense appears to revolve around the fact that 
forgiveness comes outside any cubic requirements in a mere declaration, an approach that points 
to Jesus’ own authority.”'*^ In both 2:1-12 and 3:22-30, Jesus met his accusers with a reference 
to “forgiveness.” In 2:7 and, later, in 3:29, Mark set up what Bock refers to as a “battle of the 
blasphemies” with each competing authority accusing the other of ultimate offence—no forgiveness 
for the blaspheming leaders (3:29-30) and death for the blaspheming Jesus (14:64; cf. 3:6; 11:18). 

The juxtaposition of blasphemy and the Son of Man culminates in the final blasphemy battle 
at Jesus’ trial (Mark 14:53-65). Before the high priest, the chief priests, the elders and the scribes, 
Jesus was accused of blasphemy after he referred to himself as the Son of Man (Mark 14:62-64). 
The significance is that Jesus was establishing his authority as outside the temple system and apart 
from its rebellious, hard-hearted guardians. Of course, God can only forgive sins,'*'^ but the Jewish 
temple-leadership understood they had an intermediary role: the temple system and its guardians 
were the respected, accepted authority to mediate God’s forgiveness.'^^ Jesus’ teaching and deeds 
challenged this authority: not only did Jesus teach with authority (exousia), not as the scribes (1:22), 
he had authority to command demons (1:27; cf. 3:15; 6:7) and authority to forgive (2:10)—all 
established outside the recognized temple leadership.'**’ 

There is an ironic twist in this conflict that offers an interpretive clue for the Mark 3 sandwich: 
the confrontation brings out the nature of the conflict between Jesus and Jewish leadership, linking 
“blasphemy” and “forgiveness” with Jesus’ authority. And, it is not just Jesus’ authority that is 
challenged, but his authority publically recognized in contrast to Jewish leadership’s, publically 
displaying an authority to work outside the established temple system, openly “shaming” Jewish 
leadership, and publically raising his honor rating. 

Mark 2:13-17. Immediately following the first direct skirmish (2:1-12), the next episode 
further expands the public nature of the conflict and hostility. As Jesus set out, “all the people” 

(“a large crowd,” NIV) gathered and he was teaching them (2:13), linking the second episode 
programmatically to the 1:21-28 foundational episode. This is no passing observation, for amid 
the issue of hostility between Jesus and Jewish leadership is the relationship Jesus had with the 
crowd, namely Jesus and his teaching is in direct public contrast to that of the established temple 
authorities."*^ This public conflict is sharpened by a pointed, almost passing, reference to Jesus’ call 
to follow him to Levi, the tax collector, who was sitting in a tax booth. This is not incidental, for 
the picture is that of a crowd of people hanging on Jesus’ words (2:13) and a local tax collector 
publically responding to his invitation to be a follower—an outsider becoming an insider (And he 


43 Darrell Bock, “Blasphemy and the Jewish Examination of Jesus,” BBR 17.1 (2007): 53-114. 

44 Marcus, Mark 1-8, 222; Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 175; Marcus notes Exod 34:6-7, Isa 43:25, and 44:22. 

45 Bock, “Blasphemy.” 

46 Jesus’ “Son of Man” reference at the trial draws a similar accusation of blasphemy. Bock points out that the 
leadership understood the implication, namely they might be judging him now, but “he will eventually rule or judge them 
later.” The charge of blasphemy and the verdict of death was the leaders’ natural response for the “Son of Man” inference 
was understood as a violation of Exod 22:28, which includes warnings against both blaspheming Yahweh (i.e., Jesus’ 
claiming divine representation) and blaspheming the leaders of Israel (Jesus as the Son of Man returning to judge) (see Bock, 
“Blasphemy”). 

47 Mark 1:21-22; 6:2, 34; 7:7; 10:1-2; 11:17; 12:35; cf. 8:31; 9:31; 12:14; 14:49. 
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got up and followed Him, v. 14c).''* This is significant because the Jesus vs. the scribes conflict is 
sharpened by the immediate scene where Jesus joined this new outsider-tax-coWcctor-tumcd-insider 
at his house, accompanied by many tax collectors and sinners (v. 15). The scribes of the Pharisees 
(v. 16a) note that Jesus is having table fellowship with the likes of uneducated and impure sinners 
and tax collectors —again, the issue of outsiders-turning-insiders. 

The scribes of the Pharisees presented a hostile inquiry ( Why is He eating and drinking 
with tax collectors and sinners?, 2:16), which arises out of what Marcus suggests is “spiritual 
shortsightedness.” Jesus saw (eiden) Levi as a “potential disciple,” yet the Jewish leaders see (idontes) 
the tax collector and his house guests only as sinners.''^ Although Jewish, tax collectors were 
“despised as a class’’^"by Jewish leaders, considered outsiders in their social standing. Additionally, 
sinners lacked observance to legal requirements, placing them, as well, outside the pure company 
of temple leaders.^' At the house party, amid table-fellowship, Jesus was brought into contact with 
unclean persons who were considered outsiders —but, for Jesus, they were potentially insiders, the 
issue that frames the Mark 3 sandwich. 

This plays an important part for the up-coming Beelzebul controversy and the full Mark 
3 sandwich at two levels. First, the obvious insider-outsider frame is reversed in the Beelzebul 
sandwich. Although Jesus was the one being accused of the ultimate impurity (i.e., possessed 
of Beelzebul, the ultimate outsider), it was the religious elite who were outsiders and at risk of 
being eternally outside (3:29; 4:10-12). In the Mark 3 conflict the scribes claimed that something 
unclean (i.e., Beelzebul) had possessed Jesus, publically declaring Jesus essentially an outsider; 
thus, attempting to lower his honor rating through an explicit, public “shameful” accusation.“ The 
question in 2:16 (“ Wfiy is He eating and drinking with tax collectors and sinners?''’) was intended 
to underscore similar public shame; Levi, nonetheless, was called to follow Jesus and became an 
insider. Compounding the issue of Jesus’ authority was his willingness to associate publically with 
those who appear to be shameful and religiously outsiders; not only does Jesus have the authority 
to forgive sinners, but he also associated with them as potential insiders. This is an outcome of 
the battle to bind the strongman, as well as the sign of the victory of the Stronger Man to free the 
OMfoider-captives to be ms/der-followers. 

Mark 2:18-22. The scene opens with a declaration that John’s disciples and the Pharisees 
practiced fasting and a nameless group that asked why Jesus’ disciples do not. This sets the 
narrative effect for the third conflict.^* The questioners implied a comparison between the pious 
disciples of John and the Pharisees and the impious disciples of Jesus. Mark harnesses the occasion 
to heighten the public conflict that includes a comparison between the old/current religious patterns 
and the inaugurated kingdom (another version of the outsider-insider framework). The following 
parables of the bridegroom and the old/new wineskins suggest such a comparison of the old 
and new age.^"* Although these parables speak to a developing Christology, the scene as a whole 
and the parables individually sustain the issue of Jesus’ authority and the inadequacy (or end) of 
the authorities who were the guardians of the current temple system.^^ In explaining why Jesus’ 

48 Follow {akolouthed) used only of disciples, never of those who oppose Jesus (making followers = insiders); see 
Edwards, 81; also Anderson, “Fishers.” 

49 Marcus, Mark 1-8, 230; also reflecting the continued problem in the faith community in Rome, namely welcoming 
“outsiders” into its fellowship (cf. Rom 14:1-12); see my “Romans 1:1-5 and the Occasion of the Letter: The Solution to the 
Two-Congregation Problem in Rome,” TJ 14.1 (1993): 25-40. 

50 France, The Gospel of Mark, 133; see Matt 5:46; 18:17; 21:31-32. 

51 Ibid., 133. 

52 May, “Mark 3:20-35.” 

53 Edwards, The Gospel, 54-55. It is unclear who comes to Jesus, but the overall Markan context suggests that it is 
probably the scribes, rather than John and the Pharisees (Marcus, Mark 1-8, 233). 

54 See France, The Gospel of Mark, 137. 

55 Note the cursing of the fig-tree (Mark 11:12-14, 20-21) and the ultimate judgment on the temple system in 
chapter 13 (i.e., the destruction of the temple itself). 
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disciples did not fast, Jesus utilized a wedding to underscore that his disciples were celebrating the 
inauguration of God’s kingdom—these are insiders. Although fasting was a sign of public piety,“ 
everyone should have been celebrating, not fasting, while Jesus, the Bridegroom, is here. The 
emphasis on a Bridegroom reinforced the issue of Jesus’ divine authority, for in the Old Testament 
it was Yahweh who is the Bridegroom of Israel,^^ furthering the implications of the previous Son of 
Man reference (Mark 2:10; cf. 2:28). 

The ultimate “destruction” of Jesus is foreshadowed amid the celebration, for there is 
prediction of a future without the Bridegroom, suggestive of other teaching in Mark’s Gospel 
on suffering at the hands of Jewish leaders and the climax of the conflict thread, namely Jesus’ 
destruction (cf. Mark 3:6). There is irony indicative of the end of the Bridegroom and the end of the 
old wineskins. The new wine of God’s kingdom destroys/bursts (apollymi) the old wine skins of the 
present temple-cult system, implying its eventual judgment and ruin (cf. Mark 13:1-2). Ironically, in 
the final conflict scene (Mark 3:1-6), the Pharisees and the political rulers plot to destroy {apollymi) 
Jesus (3:6). Later, Mark indicates that the scribes and chief priests sought to destroy {apollymi) 

Jesus for they were afraid of Him, for the whole crowd was astonished at His teaching (11:18). The 
conflict narratives revolve around the ultimate battle of authorities—each side a public shaming, 
each side’s end to be one of destruction. 

The end of the old wine skin/current religious system {a worse tear [schism] results, 2:21) also 
recalls the Spirit’s opening {schizomenous) the heavens (1:10; cf. 15:38) at the announcement that 
God’s Son-King had arrived.^* This maintains the association of the Spirit to the arrival of the 
kingdom and the end of the current temple-system, and thus an end (judgment) of Jewish leadership 
who stand as outsiders. 

The Bridegroom and wineskin parables, along with the accompanying conflict, further develop 
the themes of Jesus’ authority, judgment on the present authorities, and the initiation of God not 
only working outside “the approved” system, but even for its ruin.^^ This conflict offers a backstory 
to the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit: the accusations are part of the thread indicating a strategy 
to destroy Jesus because the Jewish leadership was aware that Jesus’ presence and association with 
the crowd was inaugurating actions that could destroy them (i.e., God’s judgment). 

Mark 2:23-28. This conflict episode centers on violations of Sabbath-keeping, presenting 
an occasion that links Jesus’ authority as the Son of Man to forgive with his authority over the 
Sabbath.“ Jesus appeals to Scripture {Have you never read, 2:25a), continuing Mark’s continued 
emphasis on Jesus’ teaching in contrast to the scribes’ (1:21-22). The reference to David plays a 
twin role: first, a greater authority than even David had arrived on the scene; second, like David, 
Jesus works outside the established Jewish leadership to accomplish his mission (with his own 
band of supporters and, like David, his own conflict with established power).The accusation 
of Sabbath breaking also underscores the plan to destroy Jesus, for violating the observance of 
Sabbath was punishable by death (Exod 31:14-15; 35:2; cf. Num 15:32-36; Jub. 50:8,13). The 
fourth confrontation continues to push the reader/listener to recognize that Jesus was establishing 
his credentials outside the current religious authorities and temple system, setting up the pretext 
with which to “destroy” him (Mark 3:6; 11:18; 14:63-64). 


56 See my “Widows in Our Temple Courts (Mark 12:38—44): The Public Advocacy Role of the Local Congregation 
as Christian Discipleship” (paper, Evangelical Theological Society, November 2006); also Edwards, The Gospel, 89; Marcus, 
Mark 1-8,238-239. 

57 Erance, The Gospel of Mark, 139; note Isa 61:10: 62:4-5; Hos 2:14-20. 

58 Marcus, 1-S, 238. 

59 Bock, “Blasphemy.” 

60 Erance, The Gospel of Mark, 147-148. 

61 Marcus, Mark 1-8, 244; cf. 1 Samuel 21. 
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Mark 3:1-6. The last of the five conflict episodes (3:1-6) and the first (2:1-12) have a 
number of “striking parallels” that suggest an intentional framing by Mark: both contain a 
healing miracle, near identical introductory phrases (kai eiselthon/eselthen palin eis), and are 
located in Capernaum.“ Mark intentionally ties the thread to Jesus’ first public ministry-event 
(the conflict thread’s programmatic foundation) in 1:21-28 by locating the fifth conflict with 
Jewish leadership in a synagogue and on the Sabbath (1:21; 3:1-2). Underlying the obvious 
intensification of hostility, the last episode continues the open shaming behind the conflict, for 
Jesus silenced his opponents (3:4c), a form of publically humiliating the opposition.“ 

In the last conflict episode Jewish leaders have moved from identifying Jesus as a threat 
to their authority to “watching closely,” intentionally scrutinizing his every move “to see 
if he would heal” again in order to incriminate him as a lawbreaker deserving destruction 
(3:6).'"'* Mary Ann Tolbert notes that Jesus’ opposition “from first to last” never waivers. 
Nonetheless, throughout the conflict stories there has been “a steady intensification” of the 
conflict between Jesus and Jewish leaders.The first confrontation (2:1-12) opens and closes 
with positive, responsive crowds; whereas, the final episode (3:1-6) opens with malicious 
intent and closes with a plot to destroy Jesus.The first conflict begins with an accusation 
of blasphemy against Jesus; the last conflict episode culminates with a malevolent, pro-active 
temple establishment—Jesus’ opposition—conspiring together with the political establishment 
to destroy Jesus (3:6).*’* 

Mark ties the last conflict episode to the ultimate, judicial condition of the Jewish 
leadership, namely their hardness of heart. The hardness of heart (v. 5) is linked to the 
Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt Jesus directs toward outsiders (Mark 4:11-12) and is closely tied to 
a stock New Testament expression referring to Israel’s inability or failure to recognize Jesus 
as their Messiah (John 12:40; Rom 11:7, 25; 2 Cor 3:14; Eph 4:18; cf. John 12:40).^® This is 
significant on two fronts: first, it indicates the continued exiled condition of Jesus’ opponents, 
offering a foundation for the warning against blaspheming the Holy Spirit; second, the last 
conflict draws Mark’s audience close in order to hear the warnings, for they, too, can fall 
under “the hardness of heart” category as continued listening to Mark’s Gospel indicates 
(Mark 6:52; 8:17; cf. 16:14; Eph 4:18)."“ 

The Blasphemy Against the Holy Spirit/Hardness of Heart Parallel 

The final narrative clue to decipher the intent of the Mark 3 sandwich and the warning 
against blaspheming the Holy Spirit is the analogy drawn between blasphemy against the 
Holy Spirit (Mark 3:29) and Jesus’ parable rationale (Mark 4:10-12). The grid below shows 
that the blasphemy/no forgiveness-warning and Jesus’ parable rationale line up to support a 
measure of mutual (contextual, narrative) meaning. 


62 Ibid., 213. 

63 Ibid, 248; also note Mark 11:33; 12:34. 

64 They were watching {pareteroun), an imperfect verb, gives the sense of “hanging in suspense” (Edwards, The 
Gospel, 98); the NIV translates it as “they watched him closely” (Luke 6:7; 14:1; 20:20; Acts 9:24); the LXX uses pareteroun 
to indicate sinners laying in wait for the righteous to kill them (Ps 36[37]:12) (Marcus, Mark 1-8, 248). 

65 Terence J. Keegan, “The Parable of the Sower and Mark’s Jewish Leaders,” CBQ 56.4 (1994): 501-518; Mary Ann 
Tolbert, Sowing the Gospel: Marks World in Literary Historical Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 139-140. 

66 Edwards, The Gospel, 86. 

67 Marcus, Mark 1-8, 250-251; the plotting continues throughout the Gospel (3:6; 11:18; 12:12; 14:1, 10-11). 

68 Edwards, The Gospel, 101-102; Lane, The Gospel of Mark, 125; cf. Matthew 12:14; Luke 6:11. 

69 France, The Gospel of Mark, 151; the references are also indicative of the same Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt. 

70 A theme Paul picks up in addressing the church in Rome (Rom chs. 9-11), which ironically later he draws upon a 
Satan/BeelzebuTeschatological theme similar to Mark’s (Rom 13:11-14; 16:20). 
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Mark 3:29 


Mark 4:12 (Isa 6:9-10) 


Judicial promise-threat: 

“ . . . but whoever blasphemes against 
the Holy Spirit never has forgiveness, but 
is guilty of an eternal sin” 


Outsider-insider framing of the Mark 3 
sandwich 


Prologue to Mark 3 sandwich: conflict 
with Israelite leadership (Mark 2-3) 


Judicial promise-threat: 

‘while seeing, they may see and not perceive, 
and, while hearing, they may not understand, 
otherwise they might return and be forgiven.” 


“And He was saying to them, ‘To you [insiders] 
has been given the mystery of the kingdom of 
God, but those who are outside get everything in 
parables’...” (4:11). 


Prologue to the Isa 6 idolatry-taunt: conflict with 
Israelite leadership (Isa 1-5) 


There are too many intentional similarities to be ignored.There is the obviously similar 
judicial outcome: no forgiveness (3:29; 4:12). For Mark, blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is 
analogous to the judgment of the Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt in the parable rationale. Both texts are 
set within an outsider-insider framework. Clearly, in Mark 4, outsiders are given parables because 
they are under judgment and will not be forgiven. This is precisely what is depicted in the Mark 3 
outsider-insider sandwich. This is significant, for in chapter 3 the scribes’ accusations (v. 22) are met 
with parable (vv. 23-27), indicating they are, indeed, outsiders. Those inside receive the mysteries of 
the kingdom (4:11a); those who do the will of God are insiders (3:34-35). And, both texts rely on 
antecedent conflict with disobedient, rebellious Jewish leadership (Mark 2-3; Isa 1-5). 

The Beelzebul confrontation strategically follows the five conflict stories in Mark 2-3 and is 
set just prior to the Mark 4 parables. The Mark 3 sandwich amplifies the conflict between Jesus 
and Jewish leadership (v. 22), who are the keepers of the Israelite world (the religious and social 
order) and guardians of the temple system.Jesus’ parables of judgment (3:23-27) are directed at 
the opposition’s rejection of his authority and their erroneous description of his kingdom activity. 
The Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt (vv. 9-10) is used in a similar manner in the parable rationale (Mark 
4:10-12) and is “exactly in keeping with the original Isaianic context of a Jerusalem leadership” 
that had rejected the wisdom, covenant stipulations, and authority of Yahweh in favor of “its 
own idolatrous categories.”^'* In the prelude to the original idolatry-taunt, Isaiah uses a parable of 
judgment (the parable of the vineyard, Isa 5:1-2), directing the judicial threat (Isa 6:9-10) toward 
Jerusalem leadership.There is also an “authority” issue in the Isaiah context, namely against 
Yahweh’s kingship and covenant expectations. Meanwhile in Mark’s Beelzebul episode, the scribes 
are depicted as those who came down from Jerusalem (3:22), which, as Watts points out, implicates 


71 Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 196-197. 

72 The confrontations continue afterward throughout Mark: 7:1-5; 8:31; 9:11, 14; 10:33; 11:18, 27; 12:13, 28, 32, 
35-38; 14:1, 43, 53-65; 15:1, 31. 

73 Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 156; cf. 1:32. 

74 Ibid., 154. 

75 Chip M. Anderson, “‘Wasted Evangelism’ (Mark 4): The Task of Evangelism and Social Action Outcomes,” 
Africanus Journal, Vol. 1, No. 2 (November 2009): 39-58. 
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“the national centre.”^*’ Most likely the judgment announced in Mark 4:10-12 is directed at the 
Jewish leadership that had rejected Jesus and had begun plotting his destruction (Mark 3:6)— 
foreshadowed and “parabled” in the Mark 3 sandwich. 

Mark’s Beelzebul controversy links the rebellious Jewish leadership to its continued judgment 
of exile as the use of the Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt in chapter 4 makes clear. The Mark 3 Beelzebul 
false accusations eventually find their climax at the trial scene (14:53-65) where Jesus is ultimately 
condemned for blasphemy and handed over for destruction (i.e., death). Although all need to heed 
the warning, the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit finds its significance, not in a general sense as 
the ultimate rejection of Jesus as Savior (as is popularly interpreted), but specifically toward the 
Jerusalem leadership for their rejection of God’s kingdom, through which Jesus-the Stronger Man 
has come to plunder the kingdoms of Satan-the strongman, the prince of demons (cf. Mark 3:23- 
T7-, John 12:31; Eph 2:2; 6:12; Col 1:13; Rev 11:15; 12:10-12). 

The Programmatic Connection and Prelude to Judgment 

The Mark 3 sandwich specifically warns against blaspheming the Holy Spirit (3:29). But 
why the Holy Spirit? Why not blasphemy against God or against Jesus? It seems reasonable that 
blasphemy against God would result in ultimate, eternal judgment. There are texts that indicate 
such (Exod 22:28; Lev 24:15-16; cf. 1 Kgs 21:10-14; Isa 65:7) and this is the charge that 
ultimately “destroys” Jesus (“You have heard the blasphemy; how does it seem to you?’’And they 
all condemned Him to be deserving of death, 14:64; cf. 3:6)7^ And, the conflict thread (2:l-3:6) 
establishes that Jesus, as the Son of Man, has the authority to forgive sins, thus showing consistency 
with the broader narrative.^* So, why the Holy Spirit? An answer lies in the programmatic 
foundation of Mark’s Gospel introduction (1:2-3). 

The Beelzebul episode has been linked to a number of Old Testament texts (e.g., Isa 49:24-26; 
53:12; Ps 68:18) that focus on Jesus as the Stronger Man taking captive the captives of the defeated 
strongman-Satan. Watts, in Isaiah’s New Exodus in Mark, ties the Beelzebul controversy to Isaiah’s 
Divine Warrior, furthering the Stronger Man imagery and, as well, showing the episode’s redemptive 
link to the New Exodus.Yet, there is an overlooked association that needs to be explored between 
the Mark 3 sandwich and Mark’s programmatic Old Testament foundation at the opening of his 
Gospel (1:2-3). This is significant, for the programmatic content of the gospel is embedded with 
Old Testament ties to covenant stipulations that include how God’s people are to relate to the 
economically vulnerable and to issues of justice.*® 

The Spirit and Programmatic Link to the Gospel’s Foundation 

Mention of the Spirit is somewhat limited in Mark and is focused primarily in the introductory 
sequence of the narrative (Mark 1:8,10-11, 12). Perhaps the brevity in the narrative holds a key. 
The role of the Spirit in Mark is intensively and intimately related to the programmatic content of 
the gospel. In rapid succession, Mark gives the impression that the foundation (i.e., the beginning, 
1:1)*^ of the gospel of Jesus Christ is marked by the presence of the Spirit. The dawning of the 
promised redemptive era is revealed in the appearance of a Messiah-King who is the bearer-baptizer 
of the Spirit (vv. 7-11). The binding of the Mark 3 strongman happens through a Stronger Man 
with whom the Spirit is associated (cf. Mark 1:8; 3:27). The Mark 3 sandwich intentionally links 

76 ^axxs^ Isaiah's New Exodus^ \95. 

77 Exodus 22:28 {You shall not curse God, nor curse a ruler of your people) is relevant for the Mark 3 text, for 
it blends the two charges against Jesus that condemn him to destruction/death: “blasphemy” (curse) against God and 
“blasphemy” (curse) against the Jewish leaders (see Mark 14:53-65); additionally, there is a narrative connection, projecting 
the Mark 3 blasphemy warning to the trial seen (see Bock, “Blasphemy”). 

78 See Mark 2:1-12; Matt 9:2-8; Luke 5:18-26; also Luke 7:47-50; 12:10; Mark 3:28-29; Matt 12:31-32. 

79 Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 144-152. 

80 Anderson, “Wasted Evangelism.” 

81 Ibid. 


50 



Jesus, the Spirit-endowed “Mightier One” (ho ischywteros, Stronger One, 1:7-8) to the Stronger 
Man (ton ischyron, 3:27) who comes to plunder Satan’s kingdom-house (3:24, 27).®^ The Spirit 
comes upon Jesus (1:8) and instigates the initial contest between Satan-the strongman and Jesus- 
the Stronger Man, literally casting Jesus into the desert-contest (1:12-13). The Spirit is intimately 
associated with the new redemptive era that has dawned in the arrival of the Messiah-Son of God 
(1:1), the inaugurated “new exodus.” 

At the onset, without much knowledge of the Old Testament, readers can sense that the 
“essence” of Mark’s Gospel story is connected to ancient promises and expectations. Mark’s Gospel 
is linked to a “tapestry” of three Old Testament passages (1:2-3; Exod 23:20; Mai 3:1; Isa 40:3).*^ 
Of primary interest is the Exodus 23:20 component, a first exodus reference located in what is a 
final warning immediately before the seal of the covenant (24:1-18):*'* 

“Behold, I am going to send an angel before you to guard you along the way and to 
bring you into the place which I have prepared. Be on your guard before him and obey 
his voice; do not be rebellious toward him, for he will not pardon your transgression, 
since My name is in him. But if you truly obey his voice and do all that I say, then I will 
be an enemy to your enemies and an adversary to your adversaries. Eor My angel will 
go before you and bring you in to the land of the Amorites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, 
the Canaanites, the Hivites and the Jebusites; and I will completely destroy them” 

(Exod 23:20-23). 

Amid the promises is a warning, elements of which are associated with the Mark 3 sandwich. 
We hear that the Angel goes before them and Israel is warned to obey his voice and not be 
rebellious toward him, for he will not pardon your transgression, since My name is in him (Exod 
23:20-21). This is followed by warnings against idolatry (vv. 32-33; cf. Isa 6:9-10; Mark 4:12),*^ 
also an element (as discussed above) associated with the Mark 3 sandwich and its narrative 
relationship to the idolatry-taunt in Mark 4. The programmatic link is made even stronger through 
the role of the Spirit, who is associated with the Exodus 23 Angel. Elsewhere, the Old Testament 
makes the connection between the Angel of the exodus and God’s Spirit (e.g.. As for the promise 
which I made you when you came out of Egypt, My Spirit is abiding in your midst; do not fear!. 
Hag 2:5; You gave Your good Spirit to instruct them, your manna You did not withhold from their 
mouth, and You gave them water for their thirst, Neh 9:20; cf. Num 11:17).**’ 

The parallel is very apparent and almost completely overlooked as a key to deciphering the 
intent behind the warning against blaspheming the Holy Spirit. At Israel’s founding moment, the 
newly formed people of Yahweh were identified by the presence of the Spirit and given promises 
and warnings. They were to obey the voice of the Spirit and warned not to rebel against him for he 
would not pardon their transgressions (23:21). It is not a stretch to note the parallel framework in 
Mark’s narrative: first, there is the deliberate programmatic link of the gospel and the inauguration 
of the kingdom of God to the first exodus (Mark 1:1-3; Exod 23:20); second, the commissioning 
of the twelve immediately precedes the Mark 3 sandwich (3:13-19), an obvious allusion to the 
creation of God’s new Israel (i.e., his new community); third, a warning and threat related to the 
Spirit (3:29; Exod 23:20-23); and fourth, the new community is defined by obedience to God’s will 
(cf. Mark 3:35). 

82 France, The Gospel of Mark, 174; Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 146. 

83 Anderson, “Wasted Evangelism.” 

84 Watts, Isaiah s New Exodus, 65. 

85 There is a biblical dynamic link between demons and idolatry, linking Jesus’ exorcisms and the charge of idolatry 
against the leaders of Israel (Lev 17:7; Deut 32:17; Ps 106:37; 1 Cor 10:20; ci.Jub. 1:11; 11:4-6; 1 En. 19:1; 99:7). 

86 Note the association of the Spirit with the wider first Exodus story: The cloud and pillar of fire—Exod 13:21-22; 
14:24; 33:9-10; Num 9:15; 14:14; Deut 1:33; Neh 9:12; Pss 78:14; 99:7; 105:39; Isa 4:4-6; 63:9-11; 1 Cor 10:1; and, as 
well, references to the exodus Angel—Exod 3:2; 14:19; 23:23; 32:34; 33:2; note Judg 2:1^. 
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The reason given for why the exodus Angel could not pardon seems basically tautological—the 
Angel will not pardon because the Angel cannot pardon (only God can forgive). This appears to be 
dividing hairs and nuances; for, if it did not matter that the Angel could not forgive, why even tell 
them? The warning and threat must, out of necessity, carry some divine weight. 

Previously, the newly delivered people of Israel were given a similar warning to obey Yahweh’s 
voice, but it was presented as a positive promise: Now then, if you will indeed obey My voice and 
keep My covenant, then you shall be My own possession among all the peoples, for all the earth is 
Mine (Exod 19:5). Another parallel can be heard in Deuteronomy 30, which seems to suggest less 
of a distinction between Yahweh and his Angel: 

See, I have set before you today life and prosperity, and death and adversity; in that I 
command you today to love the LORD your God, to walk in His ways and to keep His 
commandments and His statutes and His judgments, that you may live and multiply, 
and that the LORD your God may bless you in the land where you are entering to 
possess it. But if your heart turns away and you will not obey, but are drawn away 
and worship other gods and serve them, I declare to you today that you shall surely 
perish. You will not prolong your days in the land where you are crossing the Jordan 
to enter and possess it. I call heaven and earth to witness against you today, that I have 
set before you life and death, the blessing and the curse. So choose life in order that 
you may live, you and your descendants, by loving the Lord your God, by obeying His 
voice, and by holding fast to Him; for this is your life and the length of your days, that 
you may live in the land which the Lord swore to your fathers, to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, to give them (30:15-20). 

The calls to life and death, blessing and curse parallel the Exodus 23:20 context of choosing 
obedience and, as a result, receiving the blessing of God’s presence and God’s promise to be an 
enemy to their enemies; whereas, disobedience results in the opposite (cf. Exod 23:22-23, 27-30). 
In Deuteronomy 30, “obeying his Voice” is directly related to loving the Lord their God (v. 20),*^ 
which carries the intent of obedience. 

Later, Joshua will recall the same Exodus 23 and Deuteronomy 30 covenant promise and 
warning, particularly the same warning to obey the Lord’s voice and the threat of “no forgiveness” 
for those not heeding the warning: 

Then Joshua said to the people, “You will not be able to serve the Lord, for He is a 
holy God. He is a jealous God; He will not forgive** your transgression or your sins. If 
you forsake the Lord and serve foreign gods, then He will turn and do you harm and 
consume you after He has done good to you.” The people said to Joshua, “No, but we 
will serve the Lord.” Joshua said to the people, “You are witnesses against yourselves 
that you have chosen for yourselves the Lord, to serve Him.” And they said, “We are 
witnesses.” “Now, therefore, put away the foreign gods which are in your midst, and 
incline your hearts to the Lord, the God of Israel.” The people said to Joshua, “We will 
serve the Lord our God and we will obey His voice” (Josh 24:19-24; cf. Judg 2:1-4, 

20 ). 

The Exodus association with the Spirit and Israel’s rebellion against God is picked up by Isaiah 
as his preaching prepared a future remnant for the promised new Exodus (63:9-11). There is a 
clear Exodus motif, connecting the first exodus, the exodus Angel, the Spirit, and rebellion against 
the Angel’s voice (cf. Exod 23:21-22): 

In all their affliction He was afflicted. 

And the angel of His presence saved them; 

In His love and in His mercy He redeemed them. 

And He lifted them and carried them all the days of old. 
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87 Paul uses Deut 30 in two texts (Rom 2:28-29; 10:6-8) that define the community of God and the mode of faith. 

88 This is specifically a reference back to Exod 23:21-22, for the same word, nasa' (LXX, forgive) is utilized. 



But they rebelled 
And grieved His Holy Spirit; 

Therefore He turned Himself to become their enemy, 

He fought against them. 

Then His people remembered the days of old, of Moses 
Where is He who brought them up out of the sea 
with the shepherds of His flock? 

Where is He who put His Holy Spirit in the 
midst of them (Isa 63:9-11). 

There is an Old Testament antecedent rationale, based on a thread stemming from the Exodus 
23:20 component of Mark’s programmatic gospel summary, for the Holy Spirit to be the object 
of unforgivable blasphemy. There are analogous contexts: as the first exodus was marked by the 
Spirit and obedience was to be a mark of God’s newly created people, so, also at the inauguration 
of God’s kingdom, the new exodus, and the creation of Jesus’ true family are marked by the Spirit 
and obedience. Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is rejecting God’s new Exodus, the inaugurated 
kingdom, and rebelling against God’s present voice (that is, not the doing of his will) (cf. Mark 
3:35). 

The Beelzebul Episode Is Prelude to the Parable Rationale (Mark 4:10-12) 

The Mark 3 sandwich and its middle Beelzebul episode are the narrative transition for 
the pending Sower parable (Mark 4:1-8), offering a justification for what some consider a 
“problematic use” of Isaiah 6 by Jesus in the parable rationale (4:12; Isa 6:9-10).*^ The meaning for 
the idolatry-taunt in Mark 4 is, nonetheless, “virtually identical to the original meaning in Isaiah.”^“ 
Israel’s current leadership, who have hard hearts (Mark 3:5), have rejected God’s word and the 
inauguration of the kingdom (i.e., the promised new Exodus)—to their own ruin and destruction 
(Mark 4:10-12; cf. 2:21-22; 7:6; 10:5; 12:10-12; 13:1-2, 24-27; 14:62). The Jewish leadership is 
in jeopardy of remaining in exile, unpardoned, and ultimately outside of God’s kingdom; therefore, 
they receive parables of judgment (3:22-25; 4:1-8).**^ 

Although the whole nation falls under God’s judgment in the Isaiah 1-6 context, specifically 
the leaders are the ones God holds accountable for provoking rebellion (Isa 1:10, 23), despising 
the word of the Holy One (Isa 5:24; cf. 1:4), and abandoning social responsibilities toward the 
poor (Isa 1:17, 23; 3:14-15).^^ This situation is analogous to the incessant confrontations Jesus 
had with the Jerusalem temple-leadership in Mark’s narrative (Mark 2:l-3:6; 3:22-30). The 
Jewish leadership of Isaiah’s time had stumbled and rebelled against God’s presence (Isa 3:8) and 
had called evil good, and good evil, substituting darkness for light and light for darkness (5:20)— 
analogous to the Beelzebul accusations (Mark 3:22). The warning against blaspheming the Holy 
Spirit (as already shown above) is analogous to the conditions and threat contained in Jesus’ 
parable rationale (4:10-12); the promise-threat is directed at those who are outside (i.e., their 
continued condition of exile) and, thus, who will not be forgiven (as it was for the leadership in 


89 Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 153; also, 194-196; G. K. Beale, “Isaiah VI 9-13: A Retributive Taunt Against 
Idolatry,” Vestus Testamentum XLI (1991): 257-78; also Beale, We Become What We Worship: A Biblical Theology of 
Idolatry (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2008), 51-52. 

90 Douglas S. McComiskey, “Exile and the Purpose of Jesus’ Parables (Mark 4:10-12; Matt 13:10-17; Luke 8:9-8),” 
JETS 51/1 (March 2008): 59-85. 

91 See Keegan (“The Parable of the Sower”) and McComiskey (“Exile and the Purpose of Jesus’ Parables”) for an 
explanation of the parable of the Sower and its rationale and relationship to the Jewish leadership’s reaction to and rejection 
of Jesus and the kingdom. 

92 The whole head is sick and the whole heart is faint are most likely references to Israel’s leadership (1:5); also, the 
temple leadership is implied in the case against the sacrilege of worship (1:10-15). 
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Isaiah’s time).^^ The Mark 3 sandwich is a prelude to judgment for those rejecting the authority 
of Jesus, the Messiah-King (1:1), and rebelling against his voice, that is, the implications of the 
inaugurated kingdom (1:15)—the new Exodus (cf. Isa 63:9-11)—which is the word (i.e., his 
teaching and deeds) sown by the Sower. 

Following on the heels of the Beelzubul confrontation (Mark 3:22-35), the judgment reflected 
in the parables (3:23-29; 4:1-8) and implied by the Isaiah 6 referent (4:12) is appropriate for 
Israel’s unprepared leadership in Jesus’ day.’'^ As with the leaders in Isaiah’s time, there will be no 
forgiveness for the temple-leadership who rejects Jesus and his kingdom-word (Isa 2:9; Mark 3:29; 
4:12).^^ An Old Testament hermeneutic is at play in the Mark 3 sandwich, indicating the continued 
judgment of exile^*” (being outside the kingdom) for the rebellious leaders who shame, rather than 
honor Jesus, God’s Messiah-King. 

Implications: Social Action Outcomes 

The Mark 3 sandwich provides a penultimate warning as a result of the public conflict 
between Jesus and Jewish leadership,^^ which gave rise to the Beelzebul episode’s place as a prelude 
to the Isaiah 6 judgment used in the parable rationale (4:10-12); outsiders continue under the 
judgment of exile and are, thus, not forgiven (3:28-29; 4:12). This meaning, nonetheless, must 
now be translated into significance for those who stand before the outsider-insider—strongman 
vs. Stronger Man — outsider-insider sandwich. Belief in Jesus as God’s Messiah-King is the needed 
remedy for this outsider-exi\ed-no forgiveness condition; however, repentance (1:15a) and doing 
God’s will (3:35) are also necessary elements of being truly insider-iamily members (3:34-35). In 
the absence of a fully developed theory of application, some reasonable guide is needed to move us 
from meaning to significance and application. More specifically, in light of this article’s goal, how 
does the significance of the Mark 3 sandwich encourage the church to consider social action as a 
component of its evangelistic activities? 

In view of the Mark 3 strongman vs. Stronger Man parables (3:23-27), the warning against 
blaspheming the Holy Spirit is the gospel (3:28-29), admonishing, first, the Jewish leaders, and, 
then, whoever hears these words to repent and believe in the inauguration of the kingdom (1:15), 
that is, to move from exile to remnant/restoration/kingdom, or from outside to inside. Blasphemy 
against the Holy Spirit is an indication of one’s hard heart, that is, the reality of being under the 
judicial sentence implied by the Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt; thus, remaining in exile, the biblical state 
of outside. For the disciples, as the fuller narrative indicates, the significance is that they, too, need 
to guard against having their own hard heart,®* a dangerous indicator reflective of disbelief and 
behavior contrary to the sphere of God’s kingdom. Additionally, the outer slices (A^, A^) of the 
sandwich push this warning beyond the obvious Jewish leaders with whom Jesus had conflict to 
all who appear on the inside, for they, too, must do the will of God in order to be truly inside, that 
is, a part of Jesus’ new family (3:34-35). The outcome of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is “no 

93 Douglas S. McComiskey, “Exile and the Purpose of Jesus’ Parables.” 

94 Watts, Isaiah’s New Exodus, 183, 218-219. 

95 Note no healing, Isa 3:7; cf. Mark 4:12. No forgiveness and no healing might be interchangeable. The concept of 
forgiveness and healing are parallel in Isa 53. In Isa 1-5 there is promise of no forgiveness (2:9) and I will not be your healer 
(3:7). This might explain why some readings of Isa 6:10 have lack of forgiveness and some lack of healing. Perhaps this is 
why in Mark’s Gospel Jesus and his critics link healing and forgiveness (cf. Mark 2:1-12). 

96 Keegan, “The Parable of the Sower”; McComiskey, “Exile and the Purpose of Jesus’ Parables”; also for Israel’s 
condition of exile at the time of Jesus, see N. T. Wright,/esws and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Portress, 1996), 236- 
239; also Wright, People of God (268-272, 299-301) and Victory of God (xvii-xviii, 126-127, 203-204); Craig A. Evans, 
“Aspects of Exile and Restoration in the Proclamation of Jesus and the Gospels,” in Exile: Old Testament, Jewish, and 
Christian Conceptions, ed. James M. Scott (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 299-328; and N. T. Wright, “Continuing Exile: Paul and the 
Deuteronomy/Daniel Tradition,” paper (Trinity Western University, November 2010). 

97 Keegan (“The Parable of the Sower”) refers to J. D. Kingsbury, Conflict in Mark: Jesus, Authorities, Disciples 
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 69; also Tolbert, Sowing the Gospel, 233. 

98 Mark 6:51-52; 8:16-21; cf. 8:34-38; 9:33-34; 11:31; 16:14. 
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forgiveness.” Doing God’s will (3:35) is indicative of repentance and believing in the gospel of the 
kingdom (1:14-15). We are, however, left to decipher the outcomes relevant to the text. 

Range of Obedience Includes Social Action 

An obedient response to the Mark 3 sandwich is to do the will of God (v. 35); but, what is 
genuinely the will of God within the range and referents underlying the outsider-insider—Stronger 
Man sandwich? The activities of doing the will of God need to correspond in-kind to the text. In 
other words, there needs to be a reasonable association between the meaning of the text and its 
compliance. This correspondence is found in the Old Testament foundation for the gospel (Mark 
1:2-3) and the Isaiah 6 context that lay behind the Beelzebul episode. 

First, the warning in Exodus 23:20, an element of Mark’s Old Testament foundation, is to obey 
the voice of the Angel, pointing back to the land-stipulations that introduce the vulnerable trio, the 
widow, orphan, and alien/stranger,^^and their relationship to the fabric of society. The covenant¬ 
keeping community was commanded You shall not wrong a stranger or oppress him (22:21a) 
and You shall not afflict any widow or orphan (v. 22). There were statutes regarding how credit and 
money-lending related to the poor {If you lend money ... to the poor among you, you are not to 
act as a creditor to him . .. If you ever take your neighbor’s cloak as a pledge, you are to return it to 
him before the sun sets, vv. 25-26). They were not to pervert the justice due to your needy brother 
in his dispute (23:6), or oppress a stranger (23:9a). Also, the basis for the seventh year Sabbath rest 
of farm-fields was so the needy of your people may eat (23:11).^“° 

The relationship between the covenant community and its disobedience to Exodus land- 
stipulations was clearly an underlying basis for the judgment of exile. This can be seen in the 
Malachi 3:1 component of Mark’s programmatic Old Testament reference for the gospel (1:2-3). 
The unprepared leadership (Mai 3:1-2) were judged for ignoring the Exodus land-stipulations 
regarding the economically vulnerable (Then I will draw near to you for judgment; and I will be 
a swift witness ... against those who oppress the wage earner in his wages, the widow and the 
orphan, and those who turn aside the alien and do not fear Me ...” (Mai 3:5). The remedy for the 
exiled condition (i.e., the biblical state of being outside) is to restore Yahweh’s statutes, that is, the 
land-stipulations (3:7) that directly link the covenant community to the economically vulnerable 
(3:5). 

As a prelude to judgment (i.e., continued exile) implied by the Isaiah 6 idolatry-taunt (Mark 
4:12), obedient outcomes for the Mark 3 sandwich should correspond to the nature and reason for 
the judgment being applied. The Isaiah 6 judgment is a consequence “of the nation’s covenantal 
disobedience.”^®^ The original idolatry-taunt (Isa 6:9-10) relies on Isaiah 1-5 for its own rationale 
for the judgment of exile. Amid a call to restore justice and righteousness (Isa 1:17, 21, 26, 27; 

3:10; 5:7, 16), there are charges related to the economically vulnerable: Defend the orphan. Plead 
for the widow (1:17); They do not defend the orphan. Nor does the widow’s plea come before them 
(1:23); The plunder of the poor is in your houses .. . And grinding the face of the poor (3:14-15). 
The mention of the orphan and the widow is an obvious reflection on Exodus covenant stipulations 
(Exod 21-23). Additionally, the Isaiah 6 judgment is associated with Israelite leadership’s sin of 
idolatry (Isa 1:29-31; 2:6-9; 2:12-13; 2:18, 20), also an element of the prelude to judgment in the 
Mark 3 sandwich. 


99 The widow,, orphan, and alienistranger trio is a frequent reference throughout the OT, particularly in contexts that 
concern God’s covenant with his people or a reaffirmation of that covenant: Exod 22:21, Deut 10:18-19; 14:29; 16:11, 14; 
24:17, 19-21; 26:12-13; 27:19; Jer 7:6; 22:3; Zech 7:9-10; Mai 3:5; cf. Lev 19:34; Ps 94:6; Isa 1:17, 23; 10:2; Hos 14:3. 

100 For more on land-stipulations and the poor: Exod 23:10-12; Lev 19:9-10; 23:22; Deut 14:29; 15:7-11; 24:19- 
22; 26:12-13. 

101 Beale, “Isaiah VI 9-13”; also McComiskey, “Exile and the Purpose of Jesus’ Parables.” Note Pss 115:1-8; 135:15- 
18; Isa 46:7; Jer 10:5. 
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Later, the prophet Zechariah links social action outcomes to God’s covenant restoration from 
the judgment of exile (Zech 7:8-14), binding together listening to the word of the Lord, the role 
of the Spirit, idolatry, and exodus land-stipulations. Zechariah declares the word of the Lord (7:4) 
to the exiles. The Israelite leadership made no attempt to show contrition because they had not 
linked their idolatrous hard hearts to their misplaced social relationships. Those who were in exile 
are called to Dispense true justice and practice kindness and compassion each to his brother and 
not oppress the widow or the orphan, the stranger or the poor (7:9-10). Yet, like the Jewish leaders 
who confronted Jesus and make accusation in the Beelzebul episode, the exiled leaders’ hearts were 
hard (their hearts like flint, 7:12a). They had turned a deaf ear to God’s law and the words provided 
by His Spirit through the former prophets (7:12). The Zechariah 7 pronouncements regarding 
judgment and restoration find analogous reiteration and realization in the Mark 3 sandwich. 

As these Old Testament backgrounds and referents indicate, there is a link between the 
Beelzebul episode and disobedience to the land-stipulations that were in place on behalf of the 
economically vulnerable. It should not surprise Mark’s readers/listeners that just prior to the 
pronouncement of ultimate judgment on the temple (i.e., its destruction, Mark 13:1-2) there is a 
contrast between duplicitous scribes and a poor widow (12:38-44).^“ It is reasonable, therefore, 
to conclude that social action outcomes—protection, care, and advocacy for the economically 
vulnerable—should be components of a church’s evangelistic activities. As “no forgiveness” is the 
outcome of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, social action outcomes should be the results of 
doing God’s will (Mark 3:35); thus, church leaders should ensure that social action is included in a 
church’s evangelistic activities. 


The Conditions, Indicators, and Outcomes Relevant to the Outsider-Insider Sandwich 
Condition Indicators/Activities Outcomes/Results 


Hard heart/disobedient 

Outsider/exiled/outside-the- 

kingdom 

Blasphemy against the Holy 
Spirit 

No forgiveness 

Repentance/believing 

Doing God’s will 

Social Action Outcomes 

Insider/restored/forgiven/in- 



the-kingdom 




Postscript—Shaming Church Leaders, Jesus’ Public Honor, and Social Action 

Church leaders cannot escape the narrative fact that the Beelzebul episode, the conflict 
thread (2:l-3:6), and the Sower parable (4:1-20) seem specifically directed at them. For church 
leaders, a posture of shame reminds them of the illusive nature of status, the dangerous allure of 
power, and the recurring failure of faulty structures to guard the gospel and the church from the 
destructive influences and seductive cultural patterns that oppose God’s reign over all spheres of 
humankind. It should not surprise us that the shaming of the Beelzebul episode connects church 
leaders to the church’s responsibility toward the economically vulnerable. Caring, protecting, 
and advocating for the poor gives away power; and, public association with those living with the 
effects of poverty risks lowering one’s church community status. However, maintaining power and 
its enabling structures so that one’s social standing and status remain in place (even among, more 
particularly, the Christian community) at the expense of the weakest and most vulnerable among us 
is synonymous with blasphemy against the Holy Spirit —breaking covenant, risking outside status 
and, thus, the condition of eternally never being forgiven. 

102 Anderson, “Widows in Our Courts.” 
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The biography of Jesus vs. Jewish leaders is linked to the biography of the disciples, who, 
like the ones beside Jesus (3:21; cf. 6:1-6) and like Jesus’ earthly family (3:31-32), are at risk of 
being outside (6:51-52; 8:16-21; 8:33-38; cf. 9:33-34; 16:14), if they, too, are not doers of God’s 
will (3:33-35). This linking is particularly relevant to church leaders, as they stand before the 
Mark 3 outsider-insider sandwich, for the Beelzebul episode ought to shame them in those areas 
that are too closely identified with that which opposes God’s rule and kingdom (cf. Mark 1:15; 
3:25). Mark’s Beelzebul episode functions similar to Old Testament penitential prayers, allowing 
the reader/listener to enter a life narrative that reflects an appropriate shame for allowing those 
destructive forces and influences to distract from obedience to God’s word and work in the world. 
And like Old Testament penitential prayers, a disposition of shame humbles the readers/listeners 
before their “disobedience to the Mosaic ideals” that often reflects “mistreatment of the poor and 
the weak,” and gives them a way home that maps a spiritual disposition for restoring a fractured 
obedience to God. 

Interestingly, after confessing that Jesus is the Messiah, Peter is soon rebuked as a surrogate of 
Satan’s interests: “Get behind me, Satan!” he said. “You do not have in mind the concerns of God, 
but merely human concerns” (Mark 8:33b, NIV). Significant to the reader/listener is the immediate 
juxtaposition of the Peter-Satan rebuke and Jesus’ admonishment that true followers must deny 
themselves (the opposite of power, an emptying of power) and take up their cross (v. 34).^®'* Church 
leaders who intentionally incorporate social action in a church’s evangelistic activities fulfill the 
obedience implications of the Beelzebul episode and, thus, raise Jesus’ honor rating in the public 
sphere. Without such a public disposition, church leaders, following the convention of shame/ 
honor that has been integrated in Mark’s narrative, are further warned that “whoever is ashamed 
of me and of my words in this adulterous and sinful generation, of him will the Son of Man also be 
ashamed when he comes in the glory of his Father with the holy angels” (Mark 8:38). 


I am grateful to my New England School of Theology colleague and Gordon-Conwell 
Theological Seminary classmate Dr. Ray Pennoyer, as well as, Caleb Tromsness, a Banff, Alberta 
mail-carrier and lay-preacher, George Tuft, my worship-leader partner, and Doran Wright, pastor 
of Grace City Church Bridgeport (CT)—all gave input and helpful edits during the development 
of this article. I continue to appreciate my colleagues and fellow advocates in social action, who 
constantly demonstrate the passion and hard work that mirrors God’s concern for the poor 
and those affected by the conditions of poverty—you all motivate me to write these articles on 
evangelism and social action in hopes of connecting the church to the important work of social 
action. 

Chip M. Anderson has degrees from Crown College (1984) and Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary (1986) and 
was ordained by the Christian and Missionary Alliance in 1988. He is the author of a lay-commentary on Philippians, 
Destroying Our Private Cities, Building Our Spiritual Life. He is a former professor at Prairie Bible College (Three Hills, 
Alberta) and, as well, was an adjunct-instructor at Nyack College (1996). Chip has worked as a grant writer and planner 
and has been involved with social action for the last seventeen years and is now part of the team at Morrison Group, LLC, 
a training provider for at-risk populations in Southwestern CT. Chip lives in Bridgeport, Connecticut, with his wife Lisa and 
children. This paper is a draft chapter for his forthcoming book Wasted Evangelism: Social Action and the Church’s Task of 
Evangelism (Resource Publications, an imprint of Wipf &c Stock, 2013). A condensed version of this article was presented at 
the Other Voices in Interpretation study group of the 2012 Evangelical Theological Society annual meeting in Milwaukee, 
WI. 


103 Daniel L. Smith-Christopher, A Biblical Theology of Exile (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 121. 

104 Note Mark 1:17 appeals to followers {opiso) who will become fishers and Mark 8:34 appeals to those who wish 
to follow (opisd) Jesus, broadening the significance beyond the foundational twelve (3:14); also, see Chip M. Anderson, 
Destroying Our Private Cities, Building Our Spiritual Life (Xulon, 2003), 95-96. 
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Review of Jesus and the Stigmatized: Reading the Gospel of John in 
a Context of HIV/AIDS- Related Stigmatization in Tanzania by Elia 
Shabani Mligo (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2011) 

Carlot Ducasse Celestin 

The writer, Elia Shabani Mligo, is the Principal of Kidugala Theological College, in Njombe, 
Tanzania. He also works for the Evangelical Lutheran Church in the Southern Diocese in Tanzania. 
The book conies as a result of his work with the People Living with HIV/AIDS (PLWHA) in 
Tanzania when he was still a Ph.D. student at the Eaculty of Theology, University of Oslo, Norway, 
in December 2008. 


Purpose 

The author captures what he perceives to be an unfortunate practice of the church vis-a-vis 
those who are struck by some kind of illness, either through no fault of their own or as a result of 
their own short comings. He looks at the Gospel of John, which he studied with the PLWHA in 
Tanzania. He aims to develop in the mind of the reader a level of “critical consciousness” to bring 
awareness about those who society and the church have cast to the wayside, whom he refers to as 
the “stigmatized.” The stigmatized are people who are either sidelined for belonging to a particular 
racial, ethnic, and religious affiliation, or due to their deviant behavior, under which he lists being 
overweight, underweight, facially disfigured, or being homosexual or bisexual (43). 

As a black man and being the descendant of slaves, from a nation of former slaves, I have been 
stigmatized, excluded, and been told that I am not good enough by the standard of the majority 
or ones in positions of authority to contribute anything good to society. As such, I have learned 
what many of my forefathers have learned, “survival skills.” I have learned how to be recognized 
by those who would otherwise refuse to acknowledge my existence. This book provides to the 
reader not only the story of a community who learns survival skills, such as I have done, but also 
an orientation on how one ought not to treat another human being. Reading this book reminds 
me of living in North America in the late 1980s, when Haitians were stigmatized as being among 
the carriers of HIV, the virus that carries AIDS (known disparagingly as the “4H”: Homosexuals, 
Heroin drugs users. Hemophiliacs, Haitians). This, then, was the indictment of a racist society upon 
a people already inflicted by all sorts of moral ills. The feeling of being sidelined impinged upon all 
young Haitians, and, through no fault of their own, found themselves looked down on by other 
communities. I remember when a youngster in my youth group told the church how he was dealing 
with shame and guilt not as a result of any specific stigma but as a result of just being “Haitian.” 

Method 

Elia Shabani Mligo uses an interdisciplinary research method by drawing on materials from 
various disciplines, such as theology, sociology, and anthropology. Mligo has adapted insights from 
a study of metaphorical language as a process of creating a new symbolic order which expands 
the scope of human experience of the transcendent. The language itself, rather than some form of 
history, provides the realm in which the events occur through the medium of human experience. 
This is a cultural linguistic method in which the writer has reconstructed biblical theology to take 
a variety of different forms to address his view of the stigmatized. This sociological perspective on 
biblical theology serves in the context of this given social system. 
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Content 


Mligo captures the nature of the PLWHA and the time in which they exist and notes what 
the church ought to do to help them. He describes the reality of the current state of affairs of the 
church to explain how this treasure that is to be carried in jars of clay has become like discarded 
potsherds. On one hand, he outlines the conditions of the society in which the church ministers as 
morally decayed (xi). Mligo emphasizes that sometimes the gospel of faith and liberation could be 
turned into a law of rejection and damnation. In this context, he demonstrates how “sectarianism” 
seems to take precedence over vital Christian conviction. 

Analysis 

Mligo uses the Gospel of John to demonstrate how Jesus seems to stand over against his 
contemporary society in most of their views and their interpretation of Scriptures that stigmatizes 
people. The writer also correctly portrays the PLWHA’s fear not as a fear of death only, but, 
rather, a fear of the consequences of societal stigmatization as well (3). To emphasize the horrific 
condition of one living with HIV-AIDS, Mligo contends that the suffering of this individual is not 
only physical and mental but also spiritual. He portrays the feelings expressed by the PLWHA 
as he or she realizes that “the virus in the body cannot be taken out by any means poses a great 
psychological struggle for that person” (4). As if they have not suffered enough, insult and 
emotional injury by the community are inflicted on them (13). 

In the Gospel of John, Mligo finds a parallel story, which in its scope and sequence mirrors 
Mligo’s hook, Jesus and the Stigmatized. In the likeness of a psychoanalyst, Mligo, who is a 
theologian, gives a voice to the “analysand” (the one being analyzed), in other words, the woman 
at the well, who he portrays as stigmatized. Mligo is convinced that the PLWHA fit the perspective 
and interpretive understanding of John 4 and 8. 

If in the PLWHA community the stigma produces abandonment, loneliness, distress caused 
by neglect on the part of the leaders, in John the stigma is sin leading to guilt and shame. Mligo 
shows what the church should have done by describing the PLWHA show of solidarity to one 
another. Mligo diagnoses the culture of the church in Tanzania and finds that it is dysthymic (sad 
mood with low energy consisting of chronic depression). In his appeal, Mligo seems to equate the 
rejection by the Jews of the Messiah with that by the church of the PLWHA. However, the basis 
of discrimination against the PLWHA is simply because of dislike of their dire condition. Many 
are confused about how to deal with it. Hence, instead of intervention to prevent further pain, the 
church chooses isolation. Instead of being inclusive, it is being exclusive. Analyzing this response 
explains how phobia can cause people to treat each other with discontent. Further, some dismiss 
other people’s existence as a means to ensure their own inclusion. In Mligo’s exegesis of John, he 
seems to argue that excommunication is stigmatization (55). Mligo fails to analyze adequately 
stigmatization as not just discriminating against a particular group or the act of isolating an 
individual, stigmatization is often a racist act perpetuated by a racist society. At this point, people 
are not viewed as who they are, but as objects. Mligo tries to bring this point to the forefront of his 
book, when he talks about assessment of the stigmatized (64). 

Mligo captures the essence of this community in distress and highlights the weaknesses of the 
people who have the authority and the means to alleviate their pain and sufferings. Mligo presents 
the community of the PLWHA as a final, realized actualization despite the cultural phenomenon. 
Mligo finds a way to help the reader to be more sensitive and to show the compassionate heart of 
Christ to those in need of assistance, no matter what was the cause of their pain (360). Humiliating 
the persons for whom Christ died at the cross Mligo sees as “sick theology” (393). Mligo captures 
the essence of ministerial presence as a basic understanding of pastoral intervention in crisis 
situations, being Christ-like in action and in words. 
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This is a provocative book to read for any counselor, pastor, or layperson in ministry. By 
including an index, footnotes, and bibliography, the book provides the reader important additional 
scriptural and reference information to help clarify or extend points made in the body of the book. 

I recommend it to classes such as “Pastoral Care in Crisis Situations,” “Inner City Ministry,” and 
“The Urban Poor and the Marginalized.” 

Rev. Dr. Carlot Ducasse Celestin is currently pursuing an academic doctoral degree in Psychoanalysis at Boston 
Graduate School of Psychoanalysis. He has a D.Min. in Marriage and Family Counseling from Gordon-Conwell Theological 
Seminary. In addition to his role as the Assistant Pastor of Tabernacle Baptist Congregation in Roslindale, MA, he also 
practices counseling at New Life Counseling Center, Randolph, MA. He is married to Myrta Alaida Celestin and they have 
two young adult children: Mischael Pierre Celestin and Jephthe Nephthali Celestin. 
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Marriage at the Crossroads is a unique book in which Aida and 
William Spencer and Steve and Celestia Tracy, two couples from the 
differing perspectives of egalitarianism and soft complementarianism, 
share a constructive dialogue about marriage in practice. Covering a 
variety of topics like marriage discipleship, headship and submission, 
roles and decision making, and intimacy in marriage, this book offers a 
wealth of insight for counselors and pastors helping couples navigate how 
marriage works in theory and in practice. 


L 


Beyond Abuse in 
the Christian Horae 

■tuning \<Mm Inr ClMnQF 




EMm tv 

Cathcxme Clauc lOioetic* 
Nancy Nason^Cljuik 
Basbara riMttii'TnwmcNt) 


Beyond Abuse in the Christian Home: Raising Voices for Change 
presents an accurate, faith-based analysis of abuse in the Christian 
family context. As it provides resources to deal with this problem, 
the contributors come from various faith traditions, work in different 
contexts, and see the issue in part based on their own narrative and 
training. Yet, despite their differences, they are unanimous that violence 
has no place in the home. 

The late Dr. Catherine Kroeger was a Ranked Adjunct Professor of Classical and 
Ministry Studies at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary and frequently taught at CUME. 
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The Women’s Study Bible explores questions that have special 
relevance for women. What was daily life like for women in biblical 
times? Each biblical book is accompanied by an introduction, running 
annotations that highlight passages that specifically address women 
and women’s issues and clarify lessons that women might draw from 
more general passages. This edition uses the New Living Translation 
and includes New Oxford Bible maps and a helpful index. It is edited by 
Catherine Clark Kroeger and Mary J. Evans and has many contributors 
from Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary (professors and alumnae). 
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ple. “I have gained a wealth of knowledge just listening to fellow 
students talk about their trials and accomplishments." she says. 
"Now I know what to watch out for, and what I want for my posi¬ 
tion as pastor to the youth." 

Laura, a senior pastor from British Columbia, wanted to improve 
her pastoral skills. She benefited immediately from the insights 
of classmates when a suicidal parishioner sought help. "Because 
we had talked about this as a class I knew some of the steps 
to take," she observes. "...As pastors, we’re part of a unique 
world. It’s a huge help to share like journeys, difficulties, joys 
and struggles. Even if you’re from a different nationality, there’s 
a commonality." 
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Review of The Church: The Gospel Made Visible by Mark Dever 
(Nashville, TN: B&H Academic, 2012) 


Matthew D. Kim 

It is easy to play church. But what does it mean to be the church? Mark Dever’s new book, 

The Church: The Gospel Made Visible, steers us on a right trajectory toward answering the latter. 
For years, Dever has contributed useful resources on ecclesiology. Here, in this compact volume, 
he provides yet another precious gift for the Church in helping us consider more thoughtfully and 
engagingly the doctrine of the Church and our respective church practices. 

Dividing his book into three parts, Dever provides a rich biblical, historical, theological, and 
practical description of the Church. He gives space to reflect on some of the murky yet practical 
questions that we commonly ask as members of the body of Christ, such as: “On what day should 
we meet? What should we do when we meet? Should we meet together or can we have different 
services, maybe even different styles of services? Can we meet in different buildings, or in different 
parts of the city, or in different states, and still be one church? Is that OK? Does God care? Who 
should make decisions in the church? How are they to be made? Should we have members, or 
is that too exclusive? Most basic of all, how are we to make these decisions” (xiii-xiv)? Dever 
insightfully seeks to answer these and other questions employing Scripture, church history, church 
traditions, and ecclesial practices. 

In Part 1, “What does the Bible say?,” Dever explores eight different characteristics of what 
the Church is: its nature, attributes, marks, membership, polity, discipline, purpose, and hope. 

He argues that the Bible, while not always explicit in its teaching, provides the Church with 
overarching principles and guidelines to make decisions on what we should believe and how we 
should function and live in community as the bride of Christ. This first part lays a necessary and 
important biblical foundation for the entire book. 

In Part 2, “What has the Church believed?,” Dever takes the reader on a journey through 
church history and expounds on the Church’s central beliefs. This part is neatly separated into three 
chapters: “The history of the idea of the Church,” “The history of the ordinances of the Church,” 
and “The history of the organization of the Church.” He explores in chapter 9 the significant ways 
in which the church has historically experienced dichotomy such as visible vs. invisible, local vs. 
universal, militant vs. triumphant, and the differing nature of denominations. In chapter 10, Dever 
addresses the ordinances of the Church, based on denominational and theological variances. He 
offers a broad overview of perspectives on baptism and the Lord’s Supper. Lastly, in chapter 11, 
the author presents matters related to church structure and organization and lists various ecclesial 
practices concerning church membership, polity, and discipline. 

Finally, in Part 3, “How does it all fit together?,” Dever assesses the lay of the land in light of 
his prior discussion on the Church’s biblical, historical, and theological roots. In four chapters, 
he seeks to amalgamate what he has written thus far by proffering implications for the Protestant 
Church (what he calls the “Gathered” Church, the Congregational Church, and the Baptist 
Church). In each of these chapters, he lists key characteristics that should drive Christian theology, 
mission, and practice. 

Overall, Dever’s book is a valuable, beginning primer on where the Church has been, where it 
is presently, and where it should go in the future. Each chapter is short and packed with biblical, 
historical, and theological background material on ecclesiology - all of which is nourishing. A 
couple of general observations are in order: First, I had hoped for some more direct integration 
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with regard to how the Church can and should make the gospel visible, a matter which concerns 
the subtitle of the book. At least for this reader, Dever does not fully unpack and draw out concrete 
implications for gospel ministry praxis in today’s diverse church contexts. Second, Dever clearly 
tailors the book for a Baptistic readership. That is to say, those outside of Baptist circles will find 
the book bent toward that tradition which may leave some without a clear blueprint of what 
ecclesiology and church practices look like in their denominational traditions. 

Still, in this useful resource, he has set up a launching pad to abet us in formulating or perhaps 
reformulating a “right ecclesiology.” Dever writes in the concluding chapter: “A right ecclesiology 
matters for the church’s leadership, membership, structure, culture, and even character” (149). He 
aids us to think more carefully and critically about what we do together as a Church and why we 
do what we do (xiii). For this, I am truly grateful. 

Matthew D. Kim (PhD, University of Edinburgh) is Assistant Professor of Preaching and Ministry at Gordon- 
Conwell Theological Seminary. He is the author of 7 Lessons for New Pastors and Preaching to Second Generation Korean 
Americans. 
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Review of The Life and Witness of Peter by Larry Helyer 
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2012) 


S. Steve Kang 

The Life and Witness of Peter should be commended for its erudite presentation and 
consequent results of scientia in the traditional sense - a methodology that is committed to 
“listening” or understanding the subject matter on its own terms. Rather than imposing certain 
interpretive or theological paradigms onto studying the life and teachings of Peter, Helyer’s 
preoccupation is to let the life and teachings of Peter as a whole to speak for themselves. The fact 
that the content of the seventeen chapters of the book has no apparent symmetry or predictable 
patterns, for instance, suggests such commitment. Instead, salient issues from the life and teachings 
of Peter, and their enantiomeric (mirror images of each other that are not superimposable or 
identical) relationship determine the movement and composition of the book. 

On the one hand, through a masterful “reconstruction” (67) of Peter’s life from the Gospels, 
Acts, and Paul’s mentioning of Peter in his letters, the humanity and humiliation of Peter is 
portrayed as the living embodiment of God’s grace, mercy, and suffering, as he eagerly awaits his 
future exaltation in Jesus Christ. On the other hand, this predetermined pattern of humiliation 
preceding exaltation in his own life is the very message of the two epistles to the Anatolian 
Christians who are referred to as aliens and exiles (1 Pet 2:11). Yet, ultimately, the Christian life is 
cruciform in nature precisely because of the humiliation and exaltation of Jesus Christ, as Helyer 
is careful to delineate human participation in the divine nature (2 Pet 1:4) as being no more nor 
less than a spiritual union with the Godhead (232). In the end, the life and witness of Peter are 
intertextually interpreted in dialogical conversation throughout the book. 

Scholarly, yet immensely accessible to any serious Christians, Helyer aptly fills in the paucity of 
literature on Peter’s theology, inviting Peter, “the underestimated Apostle,” “to the table as a major 
contributor to the theological message of the NT” (13). Toward that end, he elucidates how Peter’s 
message and theology “cohere with that of the major NT witnesses” and how this unity of thought 
functions as “a bulwark that safeguards the church” (203). Agreeing with Ralph Martin, Helyer 
asserts that 1 Peter is perhaps the most theological letter in the New Testament, if “‘theological’ is 
taken in the strict sense of teaching about God” (105). 

In four chapters, Helyer delineates Peter’s understanding of the Triune God and the people of 
God from 1 Peter. “The God who reveals himself as a complex unity” (124) is none other than the 
economic Trinity who and whose work is for his people through and through. God the Father is a 
supremely loving, merciful, just, righteous, powerful, and wise heavenly Father, through whose “Son 
Jesus Christ and the work of the Holy Spirit salvation is revealed to and reserved for the redeemed” 
(160). At this point, Helyer painstakingly portrays the “polychromatic” (128) nature of Jesus 
Christ - namely, Jesus Christ as Lamb of God, the Suffering Servant, the Cornerstone, Shepherd and 
Guardian, and the Christ. Yet, ever pastoral in his tone, Peter solemnly reminds Anatolian as well 
as present-day Christians that, unless we find our identity as God’s people “in the midst of suffering 
and persecution, we will sadly discover that we have no identity” (162). Toward that end, Helyer 
faithfully echoes Peter’s invitation to his readers to “walk in the Master’s steps” (18) on the “Via 
Dolorosa that leads to the Via Gloria” (305). 

In his treatment of the complicated authorship and other historical-critical issues of 2 Peter, 
Helyer deciphers the “apocalyptic substratum” (207) of this diverse document with integrity and 
academic astuteness, observing the distinct nexus between Peter’s eschatology and the character 
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and destiny of the false teachers. Yet, Helyer is quick to point out that no other NT author employs 
the full title “our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ” as does Peter, joining together the deity of Christ 
and his soteriological significance (219). He is adamant that the career of Christ is “a seamless 
robe,” where humiliation precedes exaltation; “one cannot dismember one part without marring the 
whole” (260). 

Included in the book are the three chapters devoted to “the rest of the story” - namely, the rich 
church tradition that pays tribute to his unquestioned influence and legacy, legends about Peter 
depicted in numerous Petrine pseudepigraphal works, and the enduring legacy of Peter as a pastor 
and practical theologian of the earliest church - demonstrating Peter’s unmistakable role as the 
chief apostle whom Helyer endearingly refers to as “Rocky” (37, et. ah). Also included at the end 
of each chapter are a set of immensely engaging and reflective questions as well as a set of highly 
selective resources for further study. Moreover, the care that went into putting together three sets of 
indexes - name, subject, and scriptural - are second to none. In all, Helyer’s The Life and Witness 
of Peter provides a compelling theological vision for Christians living in an increasingly post- 
Christian world, a figurative Anatolia of Peter’s time. 

S. Steve Kang is Professor of Educational Ministries and Interdisciplinary Studies at Gordon-Conwell Theological 
Seminary, South Hamilton, MA, author of Unveiling the Socioculturally Constructed Multivoiced Self, co-author of Teaching 
the Faith, Forming the Faithful; A Many Colored Kingdom, and co-editor of Growing Healthy Asian American Churches. 

He has contributed in Ex Auditu, Religious Education, Christian Education Journal, International Bulletin of Missionary 
Research, Torch-Trinity Journal, and Journal of Organic Chemistry. 
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Review of Beware of Patriotic Heresy in the Church in China: Drawing 
on the Historical Lessons of the Nazis’ Volk Church to Analyze the Zhao 
Xiao Phenomenon by Mark C. H. Shan 
(Boston: Chinese Christian Theological Association, 2012) 

David Airman 

The striking growth of the Christian church in China over the past several decades has drawn 
the attention not just of historians, political scientists, and journalists, but by many academically 
astute observers with a serious theological interest in the Chinese Christian phenomenon. The issue 
is no longer the question whether one should praise or criticize the role played by the government- 
sponsored Three-Self Patriotic Movement (TSPM), which supervises the “open” (i.e., legally 
permissible) churches in China and perhaps discounts the role played by the frequently persecuted 
“house churches,” or vice versa. Theology has now entered the discussion because some Chinese 
Christians from the Mainland, but speaking outside of their country, as well as many ethnic 
Chinese churches outside of China, have begun to put forward a new way of thinking - not quite 
a “doctrine” - that conflates China’s rise as an economic and political power with the growth of 
China’s church. 

Mark Shan, a former resident of China who now lives in the United States, believes that this 
line of thinking amounts to a “patriotic heresy.” He argues that the moral integrity of the church in 
China is as dangerously threatened by “patriotic heresy” as Germany’s Reich Church, also known 
as the Volk Church in the 1930s was irreparably corrupted by submitting to total control of its 
doctrines and church activities by the Nazis. The Nazis, even while treating the Reich Church 
with barely concealed contempt, demanded that German Christians think of themselves first as 
Germans and only second as Christians. In fact, the Reich church banned use of the term “heresy” 
and insisted that Christian theology had benefited most from theologians who did not pay close 
attention to the Bible. As a result, German Christians stood aside - except for the bravely dissident 
Confessing Church led by Martin Niemoeller and Dietrich Bonhoeffer - while Hitler implemented 
murderous policies against Jews, other ethnic groups, and Germans who suffered from mental and 
physical handicaps. 

In a section of his book chillingly laying out how the Reich Church operated, Shan makes it 
clear that the Nazis eroded fundamental Christian doctrine by introducing theological ideas that 
denied any connection between the New Testament and Old Testament Jewish traditions. With 
regard to China’s contemporary church situation, he is alarmed by the tendency of the TSPM to 
discredit the supernatural components of the Bible, and by its refusal to countenance Christian 
evangelism in China outside of the strict geographical limits of TSPM church buildings themselves. 
He quotes extensively from the late Bishop Ding Guangxun, for decades the leading influence 
within the TSPM, to the effect that the doctrine of substitutionary atonement is outmoded by the 
universalizing doctrine of “love,” that people who reject Christ do not necessarily go to hell, and 
that the “supernatural” phenomena within the New Testament should be taken metaphorically 
rather than literally. 

Mark Shan identifies the Patriotic Heresy with the views of a prominent Chinese economist, 
Zhao Xiao, a government economist and openly confessing Christian who, in a speech made to the 
Willow Creek Global Leadership summit in Chicago in 2010, seemed to equate China’s economic 
rise and its church growth to God’s sovereign blessing of China. “God’s mighty power has 
raised China up,” Zhao Xiao said, “because God plans to use China, and God is using a humble 
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earthen vessel like me.” Shan does not attack Zhao Xiao directly, but suggests that it is wrong 
and presumptuous to attribute China’s rise to God’s work. Zhao Xiao, according to Shan, speaks 
lyrically of the Communist Party’s plan to establish a “harmonious society” in China, even though 
many of the Party’s policies (for example, forced abortions, prohibitions on Christian evangelism, 
denial of indoor worship facilities for Beijing’s largest house church, Souwang) run entirely counter 
to the beliefs of most of China’s Christian communities. 

When many countries historically have identified their prominence with God’s hand at work, 
there are grave dangers, says Shan, in setting the motto of “love one’s country” above that of “love 
thy neighbor.” 

David Aikman is professor of history at Patrick Henry College, a veteran former reporter for Time Magazine, and the 
author of Jesus in Beijing: How Christianity Is Transforming China and Changing the Global Balance of Power^ and other 
works. 
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Review of Paul Apostle of Weakness: Astheneia and Its Cognates in the 
Pauline Literature, revised edition by David Alan Black 
(Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2012) 

Chang Soo (Charles) Lee 

Paul Apostle of Weakness: Astheneia and Its Cognates in the Pauline Literature is a revised 
edition of David Alan Black’s doctoral thesis, which was originally written at the University of 
Basel in 1984. The main task of the book is “to define astheneia and its cognates from context to 
context as they appear in the letters of Paul and to reconstruct from this data the Pauline concept 
of weakness” (xix). Black observes that astheneia is an important concept in Paul and a word 
characteristic of Paul’s writing which occurs forty-four times in his letters (mostly in Rom and 1 
and 2 Cor). The quantity this word group appears in Paul is more than in all the rest of the New 
Testament writings (where the asthen-woid group occurs thirty-nine times combined). Black, 
thereby, calls Paul, “the apostle of weakness,” “the creator of the ‘doctrine’ of weakness” (xv). 
While Black acknowledges that there is no systematic or fully developed doctrine of weakness in 
Paul’s letters, he notes that there are sufficient data “to reconstruct at least the broad outlines of 
this subject,” so that it is possible to formulate a general, though fragmented, doctrine of weakness 
in Paul (147-8). To arrive at such a general theology of weakness in Paul’s epistles. Black uses the 
method of word study which takes into consideration the importance of the immediate context 
in which the word appears (cf. James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language). That is, instead 
of working with a predetermined set of definitions for the asthen-wovd group. Black proposes to 
extract the meaning of the word inductively out of the historical and literary context. 

With such a methodological conviction, the book is organized in the following manner: In 
part one (chapter 1), Black provides a preliminary study of the asthen-wotd group in both secular 
(Classical) and Septuagintal Greek and writings of other New Testament authors. In part two 
(chapters 2~4), Black provides an exegetical-contextual interpretations of each verse of Paul’s 
letters in which the asthen-wond group occurs. The chapters are divided in chronological order 
of Paul’s epistles (assumed by Black), so that chapter 2 includes I Thessalonians and Galatians, 
chapter 3 includes I and 2 Corinthians, and chapter 4 has Romans, Philippians, I and 2 Timothy. 

It is observable that Black spends most of his efforts in doing an exegesis of parts of the Corinthian 
correspondence (58 pages in chapter 3, compared to 41 pages in chapter 2 and 33 pages in 
chapter 4). Especially, he centers on 2 Corinthians 10-13, where the word group occurs with 
the most frequency and the key to Paul’s theology of weakness vis-a-vis Christological theme is 
most evident. In part three (chapter 5), Black summarizes his exegetical findings with twenty- 
three points and suggests that out of disparate materials in Paul’s epistles there emerges a certain 
pattern in the theme of weakness which may be explained under three inter-related subthemes: I) 
the anthropological (weakness as a sign of human beings who as creatures of God are dependent 
on God and susceptible to the limitations of all creation); 2) the christological (weakness as the 
showplace of God’s might in and through Christ); 3) the ethical (weakness in the church where the 
weak in faith are to be encouraged and upheld as members of the body of Christ in a spirit of unity 
and love). 

Overall, Black’s work, as David R. Beck comments, is “a model of careful and detailed 
exegetical analysis, fair and balanced in its conclusions.” I especially appreciated Black’s thorough 
exegetical-contextual analysis of the asthen-wovd group that considers the word not merely at a 
verse or even a paragraph level, but also at a discourse level, thereby linking the word study to the 
heart of Paul’s theology. After presenting all of his exegetical findings on Paul’s use of the word 
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group in all his letters, Black in his fairmindedness situates the place of a theology of weakness in 
Paul’s theology by noting that “Christ is the core of Pauline theology; the concept of ‘weakness’ 
is used only to defend and to define that core” (149). I also appreciated Black’s exegesis of 2 
Corinthians 10-13 in which pastoral implications were vast for the modern day church: it is not 
human achievement, spectacular visions or rhetorical ostentation, but “weakness and humility in 
Christian service” that is the true mark of pastoral leadership (90). The book provides comfort as 
well as challenge to those in Christian ministry so that they can follow the footsteps of Paul, whose 
theology of weakness is rooted at the theology of cross and resurrection, just as Christ himself was 
“crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God” (2 Cor 13:4). So also, those who follow 
Christ serve Christ in weakness, but, in God’s providential grace, power is perfected in weakness 
(cf. 2 Cor 12:9). 

Despite all its strengths, however, the book is not without areas that need improvement. 

First, even though Black notes in the preface to his revised edition that the book was re-written 
to widen the audience to “educated church people” and not just scholars. Black is not hesitant to 
quote German and French sources without English translation; he also merely transliterates Greek 
sentences and phrases without translation, as though average educated lay people or pastors are 
assumed to be proficient in those languages. Black should have written all sentences in plain English 
for the readers to follow his arguments more clearly. Second, while the second edition supposedly 
updated the discussion on the theme by including new bibliographical entries, I was disappointed 
to find out that there are only a handful of new books and articles written in the 1990s and 
2000s that were added to the “new” bibliography. For instance when the key to Paul’s concept of 
weakness is found in 2 Corinthians 10-13, more recent monographs (like Marva Dawn’s Powers, 
Weakness, and the Tabernacling of God) are not mentioned in the argument or in the footnotes. 
Third, because Black confesses humbly in the preface, “I spent a year writing a dissertation. I spent 
the past twenty seven years learning what it meant” (xi), I was hoping to get some insight into the 
author’s personal journey as to how the topic was applied in his own life as well as in the church 
community to which he belongs. To my regret, however, the revised version did not include such 
additions. Fourth, while I acknowledge the legitimacy of the comprehensive study on the subject of 
weakness language and appreciate his thorough exegetical engagement with the text that includes 
all of the asthne-vford groups in Paul’s epistles, I see limitations in the methodology in formulating 
a general theology of weakness. Black in his introduction acknowledges that “Paul describes 
weakness in cases where he does not use the words” and that he “deliberately limited” himself to 
the “exegesis of passages where the words are actually found” (8). There is an inherent limitation 
to such an approach of word study that does not include study of the word groups within its 
semantic domain (cf. Louw and Nida). With that limitation, however, I do agree that the diachronic 
approach to word study is not helpful (cf. Barr) and Black’s synchronic approach is a valid one, 
though the scope is limited. 

Despite these critiques, overall I find Black’s work on Paul’s theology of weakness to be 
exegetically illuminating, theologically sound, and pastorally valuable. I recommend this book to 
students and pastors who would like to have deeper insight into one of the key elements of Paul’s 
theology. 

Chang Soo (Charles) Lee graduated from Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary (M.Div. 11’, Th.M. 12’) and is 
currently a Ph.D. student in New Testament at McMaster Divinity College under supervision of Dr. Stanley E. Porter. 
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Review of A New Eusebius: Documents Illustrating the History of the 
Church to AD 337 edited by J. Stevenson, revised by W. H. C. Frend 

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2013). 

William David Spencer 

If the post-modern mind has taught us anything worth learning at all, it is valuing and 
resurrecting the lost stories of the past and melding these into the “stories” of the present. After this 
mutual activity, evangelicals largely part company with that movement, as we are not doing so in a 
search for a meaning for our lives - God has already provided that for us in the Bible and the rich 
Christian creedal tradition that has come down to us. But, what the value of reclaiming history is 
for us is its providing help for our task of contextualizing our own perspectives within a trajectory 
that includes, among other things, the precursors of many of the “new” heterodoxies we find 
cropping up everywhere in this shrunken global world in which we now find ourselves living. 

Therefore, a book like A New Eusebius is a welcome and valuable resurrected resource from 
the past. It has itself had a respected recent history. To those who encounter it for the first time, 
the title may seem a bit confusing, and they may initially want to compare it to G. A. Willamson’s, 
Paul Maier’s or some other translation of the fourth century Bishop of Caesarea’s seminal church 
history. But this would be a mistake. The title is allegorical. What it signifies is the volume is a 
collection of excerpts from letters, reports, reflections, apologies, polemics, and other documents 
from the early church, beginning with Suetonius’ brief explanation of the expulsion of the Jews by 
the Roman emperor Claudius c. A.D. 49, to the post-Nicaean Council report of the death of the 
Emperor Constantine delivered by Eusebius himself. Therefore, this book is reminiscent of, but 
not a running narrative like, Eusebius’ original church history, hence the allusion in its title. The 
analogy is that, as Eusebius collected traditions of the past, so does this volume. In that sense, it is 
more akin to works like Henry Bettenson’s Documents of the Christian Church (itself revised into a 
fourth edition by Chris Maunder in 2011) or Walter Elwell and Robert Yarbrough’s Readings From 
the First Century World: Primary Sources for New Testament Study, or even Alister McGrath’s The 
Christian Theology Reader (now in a fourth, shortened edition), or similar collections. In fact, the 
present volume first appeared in 1957, as a replacement for B. J. Kidd’s two volume compilation 
Documents Illustrative of the History of the Church, “covering the period down to AD 461.” 

The editor, the classical scholar J. Stevenson of Downing College, Cambridge, notes “the dividing 
point between the volumes being AD 313,” so that “the present book aims at being a successor 
to the earlier part of Kidd’s work” (xx). To the present reviewer’s mind, pausing after the death 
of Constantine is indeed a wise decision, since a whole new chapter of struggle took place as the 
Emperor’s semi-Arian son Constantins began to support the dismantling of Nicaean orthodoxy, 
causing a whole new chapter of struggle to what should have been regarded as the definitive word 
on Christology. At any rate, thirty years later, as “important new documents have come to light 
that required inclusion,” as, “the Gnostic library found at Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt in 1945,” 
which included “a complete Coptic version of the Gospel of Thomas,” et. al. (xxi), a pastor-scholar, 
W. H. C. Erend, revised the work in 1986 and published it the next year. Now again, due to more 
discoveries, the same reviser has issued yet one more expanded edition with “additional material” 
(iv). The result is a hefty 463 page compilation that includes an alphabetically arranged annotated 
“Notes on Sources” list of ancient authors, “Chronological Tables,” that locate the ancient authors 
within the periods of their respective emperors, a “Short Bibliography” that includes Bettenson’s, 
but strangely few others of the many similar volumes, giving space instead to such eclectic titles as 
J. Dart’s The Laughing Savior (instead of, for example, Elwell’s and Yarbrough’s 1998 compilation). 
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The book also has a helpful index that is more than just a list of page numbers, but includes 
subtopics under each entry. This edition includes the original map of the Roman empire. 

The contents are well selected and helpfully broken down into interesting sections. Section 1 
covers “The Church in the First Century AD; Persecution, Conflict, Organization” and includes 
Josephus’ report of the death of James (but not the longer supplementary material found in 
Eusebius). Numerous other entries from pagans like Tacitus to Christians like Ignatius provide a 
helpful glimpse into the difficult context and the theological response of the early church. Section 
2, “Conflicts with the Greco-Roman and Jewish Worlds in the Second Century,” includes such 
staples as the martyrdom of Polycarp and Pliny’s letter to Trajan, which gives the first testimony 
outside the New Testament of Christian women leading churches. As well, the section includes 
contributions by Rufinus, Justin, and a reflection on martyrdom by Eusebius, to make ten entries in 
all. 

Section 3 contains seven interesting documents on “Theology, Ethics and Eschatology to AD 
150,” containing, among others, responses by Irenaeus and the Christian Gains to Cerinthus, the 
enemy of the Apostle John. This presages the next five sections which deal with apologetics and 
critiques of heterodox teachings: Section 4, “Christian Apologetic in the Second Century,” with 
9 entries, featuring Justin Martyr: Section 5: “Gnosis and Gnosticism,” twenty nine documents 
particularly critiquing Basileides and Valentinus; Section 6, tackling “Marcion,” with ten excerpts 
from Tertullian, Irenaeus, and others. Section 7 looks at the Ebionites and “Jewish Christianity; 
Encratism (Severe Asceticism)”; Section 8 has seven criticisms of Montanism, mainly collected 
from Eusebius; Sections 9, “The Emergence of Orthodoxy; Irenaeus,” and 10, “Creeds and 
Canons of Scripture,” pause for fifteen entries on orthodoxy, before Section 11 returns to fourteen 
critiques of “Pagan Criticism of Christianity to AD 200,” the lion’s share by Celsus. Inter-church 
“Controversies in Rome, 190-230” in Section 12 cover such intermural struggles as the dispute 
over the celebration of Easter. Section 13 presents three documents from “The Christian East, 200- 
30”; Section 14, “North Africa, 195-230, Tertullian and Minucius Felix” has twenty two entries 
from the former, one entry from the latter. Perhaps I missed it in this wealth of material, but either 
here or in an earlier section detailing the persecution of Christians under Septimius Severus in 
202-3, would fit beautifully the wonderful testimony of Perpetua, universally identified as one, if 
not the only, first-hand account by a female martyr, smuggled out of prison and distributed by no 
one less than Tertullian - but universally overlooked by books of this type (perhaps it will appear 
in the fourth edition, since W. H. C. Frend does include it in another of his books Martyrdom and 
Persecution in the Early Church: A Study of a Conflict from the Macabees to Donatus). Section 15, 
“The Church in Alexandria, 180-210,” records Eusebius’ praise for the teacher Pantaenus and then 
presents eleven entries from Clement of Alexandria detailing the Alexandrian approach to a variety 
of issues. “Origen” accounts for Section 16 and the demands for pagan sacrifice in the short but 
explosive reign of Decius and its fallout comprise Section 17 (“The Decian Persecution, 250-1”). 
Cyprian of Carthage dominates section 18, “Cyprian of Carthage; Relationships with Rome, and 
the Novatianist Schism,” including eighteen documents, the majority by Cyprian himself; Section 
19 examines “The Persecution of Valerian, 257-60”; three entries on “Dionysius of Alexandria 
and Dionysius of Rome,” two of these by Athanasius, make up Section 20. Two more heterodox 
teachers, “Paul of Samosata,” and “Mani and his Religion,” comprise sections 21 and 22. “The 
Great Persecution, 302-12” is detailed in eleven documents in Section 23. “Constantine and the End 
of the Persecution, 310-13” presents for consideration one pagan and then the Christian documents 
that determine whether Constantine was indeed himself a Christian or a life-long pagan (as The Da 
Vinci Code would have the masses believe). “Church Discipline, c. 300-20,” and its follow-through, 
“The Outbreak of the Donatist Schism, 304-21,” are detailed by the documents in sections 25 and 
26 and then, after a two entry hiatus with “Licinius and the Christians” in Section 27, “Constantine 
and the Christians” are back in Section 28 with various looks at toleration and its limits under 
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his reign. Section 29 begins the “Outbreak of the Arian Controversy, c. 318,” and this and the 
following two sections, “The Council of Nicaea” (30) and “The Emergence of Athanasius” (31) 
give us twenty four key documents, including excerpts from Arius’ letter and his Thalia, that detail 
his position and help readers get a primary source glimpse of what this crucial controversy was 
all about. While the Creed of Nicaea itself may not be included (one can find that in Bettenson’s), 
the letter of Constantine calling for the council and the canons (which are not in Bettenson’s) are 
included and they are fascinating and insightful readings, suggesting that one needs several of these 
books to obtain a more complete picture of what was happening. Still, with three hundred and 
seven entries (including the last four in the final Section 32, detailing the death of Constantine), 
one would be churlish indeed to complain about the scope of this massive resource. It may not 
have everything I might have wanted, like the Creed of Nicaea, which has been sadly subsumed 
in history by the Nicene Creed, but deserves a legitimate place of its own in contemporary study, 
and, thus, should be featured by itself to begin this fine section and not simply tucked into #291, 
the mitigating letter by the semi-Arian Eusebius of Caesarea. But no single volume can have it all 
just the way each reader wants it, and what this volume presents is a treasure trove for anyone 
interested in the early church - teachers, pastors, Sunday School teachers, even casual readers who 
wonder what the early church was really like. If you have ever longed for another chapter in the 
book of Acts to tell you what happened next, the excerpts in A New Eusebius can point you to the 
early church writers who can provide that (deeply informative, though not inspired). 

So many of us want to recapture the vibrant faith of the early church, its structure, its worship 
style, its witness and fervor - this compilation will introduce these aspects without an idyllic 
overlay. These positive aspects emerged from real struggles and challenges as severe - and, in 
various cases, more severe - than what most of us experience and helps us put our understanding 
of the early church and in parallel our present struggling churches in a more realistic perspective. 
And, finally, we have the opportunity to “trod where the saints have trod.” It is edifying to spend 
time with those who championed our faith and passed it on to us. Some of these we are grateful to 
fellowship with through their writings and testimony. With others we may emerge relieved we did 
not have to bunk with them on a church weekend retreat. But all of them were fascinating people 
and, at least the Christians, are saints who loved Jesus and who make up the clouds of witnesses 
before whom we continue the work they pursued to bring in God’s kingdom on earth. 

William David Spencer is Ranked Adjunct Professor of Theology and the Arts, teaching in Gordon-Conwell’s Boston 
campus, Center for Urban Ministerial Education. He is the author of over 200 articles, stories, poems, editorials, and author 
or editor of 13 books, the latest of which are an urban adventure novel. Name in the Papers, as well as Reaching for the 
New Jerusalem: A Biblical and Theological Framework for the City, in Wipf and Stock’s Urban Voice Series, Dread Jesus 
(also now available in a new printing from Wipf and Stock), and Marriage at the Crossroads: Couples in Conversation about 
Discipleship, Gender Roles, Decision Making and Intimacy from InterVarsity Press. 
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Review of The Global Orphan Crisis: Be the Solution, Change Your World 
by Diane Lynn Elliot (Chicago: Moody, 2012) 


Woodrow E. Walton 

Diane Lynn Elliot, the author of The Global Orphan Crisis, is a professional photographer, 
business administrator, and a former director of operations in a student ministry at Willow Creek 
Community Church in Chicago, Illinois. She recounts in the beginning chapter of the book that her 
involvement with orphans began with a trip that took her into Siberia, South Africa, and Jamaica. 
At that time, she admits, there was no comprehension of the “epic proportions” of the global 
phenomenon of orphans in the developed, emerging, and least developed countries of the world. 

Co-founder of Back2Back Ministries with Beth Guckenberger, Ms. Elliot lays out the global 
scope of the orphan crisis and then proceeds to lay out the biblical and theological rationale for 
action toward the resolving of the global orphan crisis, followed by practical suggestions for the 
alleviation of the crisis situation. The figure of 153,000,000 orphans in the world, as of 2012, 
is derived from three sources: the United Nations International Children’s Emergency Eund, the 
United Nations AIDS Initiative, and the World Health Organization. 

An “orphan,” as defined by Elliot, is not necessarily a child without both parents but one who 
is left without a parent. Secondly, a child becomes an orphan in any one of three ways: death of 
either a father or a mother; displacement, usually because of natural disaster; and abandonment 
(by parent[s], or other relatives). She, then, follows up by listing and describing the dangers 
common to orphans wherever they are in the world and the dangers to them that are unique to 
developed countries, emerging countries, and the least developed ones. She cites lack of sufficient 
care, lack of basic provisions, unsafe water, lack of adequate shelter, education, skills, nutrition, and 
health-care. Respiratory infections are rampant, with HIV/AIDS a near second, malaria, diarrhea, 
tuberculosis, and measles being close behind. If this were not enough, orphans suffer from lack 
of protection, human trafficking, child pornographers, and abuse. There can be ill effects from 
institutionalization, self destructive behavior patterns, and “aging out” without proper preparation 
for release from institutions. 

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 take these issues just enumerated and expand upon them as these 
problems appear in developed countries, emerging countries, and in the least developed. In chapters 
7 and 8, Elliot provides the biblical and theological rationale for responding to these problems and 
resolving the global orphan crisis. In almost lyrical prose, she builds her case upon the frequent 
references to God’s compassion for the fatherless found within the Bible. She adapts the references 
to “adoption” found in Scriptures and cites Psalm 68:6: “God sets the lonely in families.” 

Chapters 9 through 12 offer solutions beginning with ministries that focus on moving orphans 
from their current unstable situations to settings offering connectedness and community, wherein 
they can experience stability, consistency, and sturdiness. Elliot does give examples and names 
organizations as VisionTrust out of Colorado Springs, Colorado, which works with Christian 
nationals both in adoption proceedings and in programs designed to meet the physical, emotional, 
mental (educational), and spiritual needs of orphaned children. Tirzah, a global network of national 
organizations staffed by 150,000 indigenous volunteers, extending aid to widows and orphans, 
is also mentioned along with Compassion International and other ministries which promote 
sponsorships of children. This reviewer and his wife sponsor children in Mexico, India, and 
Ethiopia. 
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while I will not go into the other solutions offered, I will encourage the reader to dig deeper 
into this 333 page text. It is not all narrative or description. Each chapter is organized into 
narrative, “questions to ponder,” and a section designated as an “action point.” From page 291 
to 314, there are eight separate individual stories of “hope and healing” told by eight separate 
individuals. Elliot also furnishes two pages of recommended materials for further reading, including 
books and other material of recent vintage - 2007- 2012 - thereby offering up-to-date information. 
There are ten pages of notes which attest to thorough primary research by the author. The book 
is easy to read. This reviewer recommends it for anyone seeking an area of Christian ministry in 
which to concentrate all one’s energy. The book would be an invaluable resource for seminaries, 
colleges, and the local congregation. Also commending the book is a section that includes full 
citations of the forty-four references to the orphan and the fatherless found in the Bible. The book 
also includes photographs with subscripts. As far as this reviewer knows, Diane Elliot’s The Global 
Orphan Crisis: Be the Solution, Change Your World stands alone as a critical study of the world¬ 
wide orphan problem. Just the thought of 153,000,000 orphans in the world is staggering to the 
imagination. 

Woodrow E. Walton, D. Min., is an ordained minister of the General Council of the Assemblies of God who has 
served overseas in two countries in Africa and in one section of Mexico where the orphan problem is great: Mozambique, 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Puebla-Cholula. He is a member of the Evangelical Theological Society, the 
American Association of Christian Counselors, The American Society of Church History, The Long African Day Coalition of 
the Division of World Missions of the Assemblies of God, and The International Society for Frontier Missions. 
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Review of No Enemy to Conquer: Forgiveness in an Unforgiving World by 
Michael Henderson (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2009) 


Rodney L. Petersen 

The last quarter century has seen the flowering of forgiveness studies in the academy, in fields 
of psychology and other sciences, and in public policy. It is into this rich and growing context that 
we can place Michael Henderson’s book. No Enemy to Conquer: Forgiveness in an Unforgiving 
World (2009), his latest in a series of trail-blazing books on forgiveness (1994, 2003). 

In this book, Henderson provides a service for all, regardless of one’s entry point or orientation 
to the held of forgiveness. He presents insightful vignettes into the work of forgiveness while 
integrating these with thoughtful reflections by world-class scholars. Riveting stories are told of 
those often in the news, “The Pastor [James Movel Wuye] and the Imam [Mohammad Nurayn 
Ashafa] ” learning to work together as directors of the Interfaith Mediation Center in Kaduna, 
Nigeria; or two militia leaders - Christian and Muslim, Assaad Chaftari and Mohieddine Chehab, 
practicing dialogue, making apology, and learning to reconstruct a nation; or the murder in 
Pakistan of Daniel Pearl (February 2002) becoming the occasion for Muslim-Jewish forgiveness 
and the establishment of the Daniel Pearl Foundation to continue a legacy of dialogue and work 
toward reconciliation. Stories like these are reflected upon by David Smock, director of the United 
States Institute of Peace, and Jonathan Sacks, chief rabbi of the United Hebrew Congregations of 
the Commonwealth. 

A similar pattern of stories and reflection follows in a journey that takes us through politics, 
communal healing, psychological restoration, taking responsibility, making safe spaces, and 
acknowledging the past. Along the way, perspective is added by Donna Hicks, Desmond Tutu, 
Margaret E. Smith, Rajmohan Gandhi, Mohammed Abu-Nimer, Benazir Bhutto, Barry Hart. Betty 
Bigombe, the Dalai Lama, Joseph V. Montville, and others. The book is an anthology of hope 
toward the geopolitics of mercy. 

Henderson acknowledges his long-dependence upon the work of Frank Buchman (1878-1961), 
inspiration for the mid-twentieth century movement known as Moral Re-Armament (MRA or the 
Oxford Group, now Initiatives for Change). An American Lutheran from Philadelphia, Buchman, 
motivated by his own need for repentance and forgiveness, had worked for moral change first 
through university and church groups, then as opportunity afforded he and MRA became caught 
up in work to change the course of nations (Nazism, post-WWII recovery, de-colonization, etc.) 
through addressing root causes of political distrust. These, he felt, were lodged in the need for 
personal conviction and conversion (see his Remaking the World, 1947). Buchman advocated 
personal work with individuals that would go deep enough to deal with root motives and desires. 
Asked how he helped individuals, Buchman replied with the “five C’s”: Confidence, Confession, 
Conviction, Conversion, and Continuance. To become a free person and positive change agent, one 
needed to make restitution - to put right, as far as possible, any wrong done. 

Grounded in principles which Buchman would And familiar, Henderson successfully weaves 
together threads of politics, inherited identity and history, wisdom and theology. He gives us an 
account of how forgiveness has touched private and public life through processes of transitional 
justice and, notably, in South Africa’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission, through examples 
provided by the Forgiveness Project (Judaism and the Holocaust) and additional illustrative cases. 
Without forgiveness there is no future (Desmond Tutu) certainly marks an alternative to conflict. 
Hence, the value of the detailing work in Henderson’s studies, but also the ways in which the 
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forgiveness movement has sought to be attendant to the work of restorative justice as with the 
international movement to that effect or, for example, in the scholarship of Howard Zehr (1990) 
and Daniel Van Ness (2001). It might be noted in this light that Emmanuel Levinas was known for 
commenting that God forbid that we be “duped by morality” in our effort with the other - and 
so in the work of forgiveness. Georges Sorel would caution us about too quickly becoming caught 
up in the work of forgiveness apart from addressing issues of serious social inequity. For example. 
South Africa is intact as a nation, but with levels of violence from unaddressed issues of social 
inequity endemic to its social structure. 

No Enemy to Conquer carries us to a challenge presented by the Dean of Harvard Law School, 
Martha Minow, in Between Vengeance and Forgiveness: Facing History after Genocide and Mass 
Violence (1999), that there are degrees of relationship between vengeance and forgiveness that need 
to be worked out in the affairs of persons, communities, and nations. In the realm of human affairs, 
the tough work is that of finding the proper place for such relationships and institutions on this 
continuum and marking out the boundaries of such. In recent comments about forgiveness, Minow 
opined that forgiveness serves as a kind of “third order” strategy, enabling and promoting economic 
and social rights that in turn make possible the realization of basic human rights as affirmed in the 
United Nations Declaration of Human Rights. Forgiveness, as Frank Buchman knew, was not an 
insignificant tool in the hands of statecraft. 

As was pointed out in the years of the Cold War by journalist and political philosopher 
Hannah Arendt in her book The Human Condition (1959), forgiveness, together with the power 
of promise, has the ability to create new foundations for social existence. To forgive is to find 
ourselves as close to the place of the Creator as is granted us: We can dispense with the past and 
create anew. Arendt writes: 

Without being forgiven, released from the consequences of what we have done, our 
capacity to act would, as it were, be confined to one single deed from which we would 
never recover; we would remain the victims of its consequences forever, not unlike the 
sorcerer’s apprentice who lacked the magic formula to break the spell {The Human 
Condition, 237). 

So what do we make of the burgeoning field of forgiveness studies? Whether forgiveness is 
the magic formula to break the thrall of violence in the twenty-first century is yet to be tested. 
Henderson makes a bold attempt at laying down the trajectories before us. Given the historical 
record of persecution by a dominant society, one of those trajectories. Holocaust theologian 
Richard Rubenstein, in After Auschwitz (1966/92), argues that after such atrocities forgiveness is 
not possible. Only the organization of an empowered state can shield Jews [humanity] from an 
unreliable God and the increasing violence that puts people at risk (Marc H. Ellis, Revolutionary 
Forgiveness, 278-9). Such thinking is countered by Arendt, who argues that humane reconstruction 
can only happen through forgiveness and promise. She is credited with the statement that Jesus is 
the “discoverer” of forgiveness, the topic and its practice as embedded in Judaism came to shape 
Christianity profoundly. Citing Luke 5:21-24, Matthew 9:4-6, and Mark 12:7-10 (239), Arendt 
implies by this that humans, like God, can forgive in the sense of releasing each other from the 
consequences of the past. Forgiveness facilitates the emergence of new and unforeseen initiatives 
and “interrupts” how things might otherwise have been. 

Rodney L. Petersen, Ph.D. is Executive Director of The Boston Theological Institute (BTI), the consortium of theological 
schools, seminaries, and university divinity schools in the Greater Boston area. In addition to this work with the BTI, Dr. 
Petersen teaches in both the member schools and overseas. He is co-director of the Religion and Conflict Transformation 
program at Boston University School of Theology and teaches in the areas of history and ethics. He is author or co-editor of 
numerous publications, including Forgiveness and Reconciliation: Religion, Public Policy and Conflict Transformation (2002); 
Overcoming Violence (2010); and Formation for Life: Just Peacemaking and 21st Century Discipleship (2013). 
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Review of A Week in the Life of Corinth by Ben Witherington 
(Downers Grove: Inter Varsity, 2011) 

Janet Ha 

Ben Witherington’s A Week in the Life of Corinth is a piece of historical fiction that will serve as an 
admirable guide for anyone wishing to learn more about the background and context of Paul’s letters. 
As it could be guessed, the story takes place in ancient Corinth, a Roman-governed Greek city-state. 

It features as its characters a host of familiar biblical figures, including Paul himself, Erastos (whom 
Paul mentions by name in Acts, Romans, and 2 Timothy), Priscilla, and Aquila, but its protagonist 
is the fictional Nicanor, a former slave and a current employee of Erastos. A young and ambitious 
businessman, Nicanor finds himself in the middle of a political conspiracy surrounding an imminent 
citywide election, in which Erastos is a leading candidate. As readers follow his dilemma, they become 
immersed in the old city’s milieu. 

Though it is patently clear that the author’s purpose for the book is to inform the reader about 
the historical and social profile of biblical Corinth, he also invests just enough in the book’s story and 
fictional elements of craft to develop the narrative tension from beginning to end. In the course of 
the 150 pages, the protagonist Nicanor is at different points anxious about his professional future, 
fearing for his own life, zealous to save his patron’s life, conflicted about metaphysical implications of 
a new religion introduced from the east, and giddy from meeting a beautiful woman. Basic curiosity 
and dramatic intrigue urge the readers to turn the pages, but along the way they also learn about how 
Roman slavery differed from slavery in antebellum America, the political system of ancient Corinth, 
and the taverna culture of Ancient Greece. The narrative format makes the book a pleasant and 
intuitive way to learn about a place and time so different from that in which readers live. 

The sidebars that include helpful photographs and explain in greater depth about specific topics, 
such as the Roman custom of gladiatorial matches and social class in Corinth, serve as helpful hints as 
to what the important subtopics are when studying the city-state to understand the letters of Paul in 
greater depth. Some spotlighted pieces of information indeed have a critical importance for illuminating 
concepts prevalent in the epistles. A detailed explanation of the difference between the slavery of the 
biblical Hellenic world and slavery, as the English-speaking audience typically understands it today, 
yields great insight into the ubiquitous passages where Paul uses “slavery” in analogies, illustrations, or 
examples. A section on the great heterogeneity of Corinth, where Romans, Greeks, and Jews co-existed 
as distinct groups, sheds light on the demographics of the early church of Corinth and how the diversity 
within the Christian church was both a result and a defiance of the social landscape at the time. 

Because the book does occupy itself with instructing the readers about historical and factual 
details, it does not deal explicitly with imparting spiritual insight. But there are passages in the book 
that may carry salient spiritual implications. Reading the descriptions in the book and envisioning the 
daily life of Apostle Paul, for example, allowed me to think more deeply about what it is to live for 
ministry while also functioning in a secular society. Making tents to support himself and his missionary 
work, responding to court summons, and juggling the politics between the Jews and Romans, Paul had 
a lot more on his plate than just founding churches, writing letters to existing churches, and preaching. 

I learned much about what it is to be as shrewd as a snake and as innocent as a dove as I tried to 
imagine the flesh and blood daily life of the apostle whose words have been the bread that feed my 
spirit. I highly recommend this book as supplemental reading for anyone, including ministers preparing 
sermons, who are seeking to gain a better understanding of the meaning of Paul’s letters. 

Born in Chicago and reared in Seoul, South Korea, Janet K. Ha graduated from Amherst College in 2007, double majoring 
in English and classical studies. She went on to work at Google Inc. for three years. She recently received her Master of Fine Arts 
at Indiana University Bloomington in fiction writing. She is currently writing a collection of short stories. 
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An Lrban Adventure Ncvel 


Name In The Papers 



Wiffiam (Davicf Spencer 


Serving a small city church plunges young 
ministerial student Jim Dowd into the midst of 
a diverse and unforgettable group of 
characters, including an intriguing young 
Latina mission minister whose caring work 
among the families ofprison inmates 
introduces him to a whole new world of street 
gangs, sorcerers, refugees - and the attention 
of Homeland Security! In the center of the 
action, Jim learns that faith is not an abstract 
matter - it is the essential stuff of life. 12 
years in its crafting, this is a novel about grace 
and community, as a linked series of stories 
connect up together in a rousing, pot-boiling 
adventure full of mystery, suspense, romance, 
and some serious insights about ministering in 
today’s multi-cultural cities. 


WHAT READERS ARE SAYING ABOUT NAME IN THE PAPERS: 


“This book is so much fun! I loved when it started 
bringing all of the stories together. I was especially 
impressed by the treatment of immigration issues. It 
was rare, in that it treated a controversial subject 
without throwing it into the audience’s face. Letting 
the protagonist come up against his prejudices and 
mull over them gradually (the way that people 
actually change), rather than giving the audience an 
earful, allows your audience to come on that same 
journey with you. Well done-hard to do! I also 
laughed so hard!” Jasmine Myers, 2013 winner of 


Gordon-Conwell/Boston CUME’s Eldin Villafafje 
award for her Still Small Theatre Troupe ministry. 

“I just finished reading Name in the Papers. Was that 
great! It is a breath of fresh air! With great 
creativity, it transports the reader into a thoroughly 
engaging adventure that is vivid, brimming with 
action, and difficult to put down. I loved the 
characters and was left wanting more when the book 
ended.” Jen Creamer, School of Biblical Studies, 
Youth With A Mission. 


ABOUTTHE AUTHOR 


Bringing to this provocative story 47 years of active city ministry, Rev. Dr. William David Spencer is 
ranked adjunct professor of theology and the arts at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, Boston / 
Center for Urban Ministerial Education, co-founder of Africanus Journal, author or editor of 13 books 
and over 200 articles, stories, poems, including MYSTERIUM AND MYSTERY ("The definitive work on 
religious detectives," Jon L. Breen, Synod of Sleuths). Available in ebook and in print from amazon.com; 
barnesandnoble.com; kobobooks.com, www.MyHelpingHandsPress.org. 


A helpful supplement for classes in ministry. 


A Must-Have Resource for Youth Ministry 



WWW. b akerpublishinggr oup .com 


“Dean Borgman, a nationally known youth ministry expert, offers a new edition of his influential 
classic. Reaching a broadly ecumenical audience, this book challenges readers to think about the 
theological nature of youth ministry. Questions for discussion and reflection are included. This 
thoroughly updated edition was previously published as When Kumbaya Is Not Enough." 



WWW .centerforyouth. org 

Providing relevant informational resources and promoting global collaboration towards a 
comprehensive systems approach to ministry with youth. 



in partnership with 

URBAN YOUTH WORKERS INSTrTUTE 
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Review of Resurrection City: A Theology of Improvisation by Peter 
Goodwin Heltzel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012) 


Dean Borgman 

And who is Peter Heltzel? Tony Campolo, Jim Wallis, and Soong-Chan Rah are well-known 
evangelical promoters of social activism. Make way for a newcomer. Educated at Wheaton College, 
Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, and Boston University, holding a professorship in systematic 
theology at New York Theological Seminary, ordained in the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ), 
an assistant pastor at Park Avenue Christian Church in New York City, Peter Heltzel, author and 
rising national speaker, is about to join the ranks of prophetic American voices. 

I remember Peter Heltzel as a wild-eyed student of mine, whose bright and curious mind seemed 
able to run in various directions at the same time without losing track of his passionate questions. 
Now, he has surpassed my own prophetic commitment. His book is worth careful consideration. 

And what is this “Resurrection City”? The short answer to this basic question, according to 
Heltzel, is that the “Resurrection City” is the New Jerusalem now, “a prophetic Christian vision 
for justice... in our age of global cities. (It is) in the spirit of Martin Luther King, Jr.’s vision of the 
beloved community” (xi). 

Resurrection City owes much to black culture and the on-going Civil Rights Movement. 

The book remembers how the Poor People’s Campaign, after Dr. King’s death in 1968, turned 
Washington’s National Mall into what they called “Resurrection City” (an early version of the 
“Occupy” movement of 2011). So we find ourselves between the intentions of that City and 
the Heavenly City, God’s justice, which will finally occupy this earth. White, Euro-American 
evangelicalism has much to learn from “prophetic black Christianity.... A prophetic eschatological 
imagination offers an alternative to a white colonial imagination” (13). In reading this book, we may 
well ask, “How is our resurrection of justice going these days?” 

And what’s all this jazz? Although not a jazz connoisseur, I have liked jazz most of my life. 
Loving all kinds of music, I find jazz remarkable in its critical use of improvisation. It’s not that all 
music doesn’t work off some improvisation of a theme, and, in time, get further improvised to some 
extent. It’s that jazz features improvisation. It takes some musical idea and provides opportunity 
for new on-the-spot compositions by various members of the jazz group. A second characteristic 
of jazz is that it proceeds as a communication among the group and its listeners—an emotional 
communication that surpasses words. 

This brings us to a basic challenge of this book. Is our Christian theology meant to grow? Is 
there an emotional (perhaps mysterious) aspect to our faith that surpasses words? Does doing 
theology involve an on-going consideration of truth? And, especially, is there a part of God’s Word 
and the Gospel that evangelical Christians have missed or avoided? 

The Challenge of Resurrection City 

Chapter One begins discussing Martin Luther King, Jr., slavery, segregation, and how African 
American culture and church dealt with what white evangelical modernity missed as to “Racism: 
America’s original sin” (9). In viewing social justice from an African-American perspective, Heltzel 
remains deeply biblical. A verse of Scripture precedes each chapter, and biblical references fill the 
book. Critically, the author sets his whole argument as part of the grand divine drama: “Lrom the 
garden city in Genesis to the heavenly city in Revelation, the city is the home of God. The whole arc 
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of Scripture bends toward this heavenly city of God, a place where God’s resurrection power is fully 
manifested” (3). 

Essential challenges of this book are to build God’s Resurrection City now, with a necessarily 
concurrent prophetic witness: “Resurrection City in Washington D.C. offers... an example of the 
kind of socially engaged prophetic witness the world needs today, and jazz music provides us with a 
metaphor for how contemporary Christians can improvise for justice in their specific contexts” (3, 
original emphasis). 

Our final goal and immediate objective, according to Heltzel, is to fight against the powers of 
old cities, the biblical Babylon, and to further the promises of God’s promised New Jerusalem, for 
which we all ask in the Lord’s Prayer. A clearer sense of what we are fighting for comes in Heltzel’s 
description of Resurrection City: 

... the new Jerusalem is not in one specific geographic location. It is the reality of God’s 
righteous reign. Transcending space and time, light and darkness, the heavenly city 
is ubiquitous and elusive. It is not here, nor there, but is simultaneously at hand and 
always coming. Its manifestation is marked by the gracious and merciful love of God 
(4-5). 

It is the ubiquitous and elusive nature of our goal in Resurrection City that leads Heltzel to 
choose jazz as his general metaphor and John Coltrane’s “Love Supreme” as a specific example: 

Now is the time for Christianity to live into a jazzlike, improvisational future. 

Traditionally theology has been most often written in the style of Western classical 
music... reinstating the Western civilization project and its racist and patriarchal 
underpinnings.... In contrast, prophetic intercultural Christian theology today 
increasingly has the freedom sounds of jazz (13). 

To understand our “jazzlike” mission, Heltzel describes the development of Black music, from 
spirituals to the blues to classic jazz. Both the blues and jazz have qualities of lament. But while 
the blues depict “... the hurt of a painful past... jazz envisions a way ahead.... Jazz music... is a 
vehicle for giving expression to and empowering a new directionality for life... the opening up 
of fresh, imaginative possibilities” (17). Theological fears of something new may be somewhat 
mollified by Herzel’s assurance: “... improvisation is never so unstructured or so wholly new that it 
could be considered creation ex nihilo, a creation out of nothing. Rather, it is a creation continua, a 
continuing creation drawing on existing things....” (18). 

Conclusion 

Those who object to Coltrane’s “Love Supreme,” as exalting God without reference to the one 
Mediator between God and humankind, will also be troubled by Heltzel’s broad and inclusive vision 
of a beloved community or his avoidance of a high Christology and sacrificial offering of the Lamb 
(and its Eucharistic implications) in Revelation’s Resurrection City. But his cry for shalom (peaceful 
wellbeing) in our cities and urgency in redressing the oppression of the poor are biblically founded 
and currently pressing. And all readers should be intrigued by fresh insights into familiar Scriptures: 
the liberating improvisations of Abraham and Hagar, Jochebed and Miriam, Moses, the prophets, 
Mary, Jesus—and that of the Church, as “Theater of the Oppressed.” Our goal, as laid out in the 
Great Commandments and Commission, and the voice of the Lord of the Apocalypse, urges us to 
hear the passionate improvisations of this contemporary young prophet. 

Dean Borgman is a long time professor at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary’s Hamilton campus and especially 
the Boston campus. He teaches courses in Practical Theology, Youth and Family Ministries, and Global Ethics. His books 
include Hear My Story: Understanding the Cries of Troubled Youth (Baker Academic 2003) and Foundations for Youth 
Ministry: Theological Engagement with Teen Life and Culture (Baker Academic, 2013). Dean is an ordained Episcopal priest 
and lives with his wife in Rockport, MA. They have four children and nine grandchildren. 
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